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CHAPTER XII 

NATIONAL FRUSTRATION 

I 

Suppose an Indian was asked, what is the highest destiny you wish for your 

country, what would be his answer? The question is important, and the  

answer cannot but he instructive. 

There can be no doubt that other things being equal, a hundred per cent 

Indian, proud of his country, would say, " An integral and independent India is 

my ideal of India's destiny ^ It will be equally true to say that unless this 

destiny was accepted by both Hindus as well as Muslim, the ideal can only 

convey a pious wish, and can never take a concrete form. Is it only a pious 

wish of some or is it a goal to be persued by all ? 

So far as profession of political aims goes, all parties seem to be in 

agreement inasmuch as all of them have declared that the goal of India's 

political evolution is independence. The Congress was the first to announce 

that it aim was to achieve political independence for India. In its Madras 

session, held in December 1927, the creed of the Congress was defined in a 

special resolution to the effect that the goal of the Indian people 45  was 

complete national independence. The Hindu Maha Sabha until 1932 was 

content to have Responsible Government as the goal of India's political 

evolution. It made no change in its political creed till 1937 when in its session 

held at Ahmedabad it declared that the Hindu Maha Sabha believed in" 

Poorna Swaraj ".i.e., absolute independence for India. The Muslim League 

declared its political creed in 1912 to be the establishment of Responsible 

Government in India. In 1937 it made a similar advance by changing its creed 

from Responsible Government to Independence and thereby brought itself in 

line with the Congress and the Hindu Maha Sabha. 

The independence defined by the three political bodies means freedom from 

British Imperialism. But an agreement on freedom from the yoke of British 

Imperialism is not enough. There must be an agreement upon maintaining an 

independent India. For this, there must be an agreement that India shall not 

only be free and independent of the British but that her freedom and 

independence shall be maintained as against any other foreign power. 

Indeed, the obligation to maintain her freedom is more important than merely 



winning freedom from the British. But on this more important obligation there 

does not seem to be the same unanimity. At any rate, the attitude of the 

Muslims on this point has not been very assuring. It is obvious from the 

numerous utterances of Muslim leaders that they do not accept the obligation 

to maintain India's freedom. I give below two such utterances. In a meeting 

held in Lahore in 1925 Dr. Kitchlew said 46  :— 

" The Congress was lifeless till the Khilafat Committee put life in it. When 

the Khilafat Committee joined it, it did in one year what the Hindu Congress 

had not done in 40 years. The Congress also did the work of uplifting the 

seven crores of untouchables. This was purely a work for the Hindus, and yet 

the money of the Congress was spent on it. Mine and my Musalman 

brethren's money was spent on it like water. But the brave Musalmans did not 

mind. Then why should the Hindus quarrel with us when we Musalmans take 

up the Tanzim work and spend on it money that belongs neither to the Hindus 

nor to the Congress ? 

" If we remove British rule from this country and establish Swaraj, and if the 

Afghans or other Muslims invade India, then we Muslims will oppose them 

and sacrifice all our sons in order to save the country from the invasion. But 

one thing I shall declare plainly. Listen, my dear Hindu brothers, listen very 

attentively ! If you put obstacles in the path of our . Tanzirn movement, and do 

not give us our rights, we shall make common cause with Afghanistan or 

some other Musalman power and establish our rule in this country. " 

Maulana Azad Sobhani in his speech 47  made on the 27th January 1939 at 

Sylhet expressed sentiments which are worthy of attention. In reply to the 

question of a Maulana, Maulana Azad Sobhani said :— . 

" If there is any eminent leader in India who is in favour of driving out the 

English from this country, then I am that leader. In spite of this I want that 

there should be no fight with the English on behalf of the Muslim League. 

Ourbigfightiswilhihc22croresofourHinduenemies, who constitute the 

majority. Only 4 1/2 crores of Englishmen 'have practically swallowed the 

whole world by becoming powerful. And if these 22 crores of Hindus who 

are equally advanced in learning, intelligence and wealth as in numbers, if 

they become powerful, then these Hindus will swallow Muslim India and 

gradually even Egypt, Turkey, Kabul, Mecca, Medina and other Muslim 

principalities, like Yajuj-Majuj (it is so mentioned in Koran that before the 

destruction of the world, they will appear on the earth and will devour 

whatever they will find). 

" The English are gradually becoming weak.. . . . they will go away from 

India in the near future. So if we do not fight the greatest enemies of Islam, 

the Hindus, from now on and make them weak, then they will not only 



establish Ramrajya in India but also gradually spread all over the world. It 

depends on the 9 crores of Indian Muslims either to strengthen or to weaken 

them (the Hindus). So it is the essential duly of every devout Muslim to fight 

on by joining the Muslim League so that the Hindus may not be established 

here and a Muslim rule may be established in India as soon as the English 

depart. 

" Though the English are the enemies of the Muslims yet for the present 

our fight is not with the English. At first we have to come to some 

understanding with the Hindus through the Muslim League. Then we shall 

be easily able to drive out the English and establish Muslim rule in India. 

" Be careful ! Don't fall into the trap of Congress Maulvis ; because the 

Muslim world is never safe in the hands of 22 crores of Hindu enemies. " 

According to the summary of the speech given by the correspondent of the 

Anand Bazar Patrika Maulana Azad Sobhani then narrated various imaginary 

incidents of oppressions on Muslims in Congress provinces. 

" He .said that when the Congress accepted ministry after the introduction 

of Provincial Autonomy, he felt that Muslim interests were not safe in the 

hands of the Hindu-dominated Congress; but the Hindu leaders felt 

indifferently and so he left the Congress and joined the League. What he 

had feared has been put in reality by the Congress ministers. This 

forestalling of the future is called politics. He was, therefore, a great 

politician. He was again linking that before India became independent some 

sort of understanding had to be arrived at with the Hindus either by force or 

in a friendly way. Otherwise, the Hindus, who had been the slaves of the 

Muslims for 700 years, would enslave the Muslims. " 

The Hindus are aware of what is passing in the mind of the Muslims and 

dread the possibility of Muslims using independence to enslave them. As a 

result Hindus are lukewarm towards making independence as the goal of 

India's political evolution. These are not the fears of those who are not 

qualified to judge. On the contrary, the Hindus who have expressed their 

apprehensions as to the wisdom of heading for independence are those who 

are eminently qualified by their contact with Muslim leaders to express an 

opinion. 

Mrs. Annie Besant says 48  :— 

" Another serious question arises with regard to the Muhammadans of 

India. If the relation between Muslims and Hindus were as it was in the 

Lucknow days, this question would not be so urgent, though it would even 

then have almost certainly arisen, sooner or later, in an Independent India. 

But since the Khilafat agitation, things have changed and it has been one of 

the many injuries inflicted on India by the encouragement of the Khilafat 



crusade, that the inner Muslim feeling of hatred against ' unbelievers ' has 

sprung up, naked and unashamed, as in the years gone by. We have seen 

revived, as guide in practical politics, the old Muslim religion of the sword, 

we have seen the dragging out of centuries of forgetfulness, the old 

exclusiveness, claiming the Jazirut-Arab, the island of Arabia, as a holy land 

which may not be trodden by the polluting foot of a non-Muslim, we have 

heard Muslim leaders declare that if the Afghans invaded India, they would 

join their fellow believers, and would slay Hindus who defended their 

motherland against the foe: we have been forced to see that the primary 

allegiance of Musalmans is to Islamic countries, not to our motherland; we 

have learned that their dearest hope is to establish the ' Kingdom of God ', 

not God as Father of the world, loving all his creatures, but as a God seen 

through Musalman spectacles resembling in his command through one of 

the prophets, as to the treatment of unbeliever—the Mosaic JEHOVA of the 

early Hebrews, when they were fighting as did the early Muslims, for 

freedom to follow the religion given to them by their prophet. The world has 

gone beyond such so-called theocracies, in which God's commands are 

given through a man. The claim now put forward by Musalman leaders that 

they must obey the laws of their particular prophet above the laws of the 

State in which they live, is subversive of civic order and the stability of the 

State; it makes them bad citizens for their centre of allegiance is outside the 

nation and they cannot, while they hold the views proclaimed by Maulanas 

Mahomed Aliand Shaukat Ali, to name the most prominent of these Muslim 

leaders, be trusted by their fellow citizens. If India were independent the 

Muslim part of the population—for the ignorant masses would follow those 

who appealed to them in the name of their prophet—would become an 

immediate peril to Indian's freedom. Allying themselves with Afghanistan, 

Baluchistan, Persia, Iraq, Arabia, Turkey and Egypt and with such of the 

tribes of Central Asia who are Musalmans, they would rise to place India 

under the Rule of Islam—those in ' British India ' being helped by the 

Muslims in Indian States—and would establish Musalman rule. We had 

thought that Indian Musalmans were loyal to their motherland, and indeed, 

we still hope that some of the educated class might strive to prevent such a 

Musalman rising ; but they are too few for effective resistance and would be 

murdered as apostates. Malabar has taught us what Islamic rule still means, 

and we do not want to see another specimen of the' Khilafat Raj ' in India. 

How much sympathy with the Moplas is felt by Muslims outside Malabar has 

been proved by the defence raised for them by their fellow believers, and by 

Mr. Gandhi himself, who stated that they had acted as they believed that 

religion taught them to act. I fear that that is true; but there is no place in a 



civilised land for people who believe that their religion teaches them to 

murder, rob, rape, burn, or drive away out of the country those who refuse 

to apostatise from their ancestral faiths, except in its schools, under 

surveillance, or in its gaols. The Thugs believed that their particular form of 

God commanded them to strangle people—especially travellers with money. 

Such ' Laws of God ' cannot be allowed to override the laws of a civilised 

country, and people living in the twentieth century must either educate 

people who hold these Middle Age views, or else exile them. Their place is 

in countries sharing their opinions, where they can still use such arguments 

against any who differ from them—as indeed, Persia and with the Parsis 

long ago, and the Bahaists in our own time. In fact, Muslim sects are not 

safe in a country ruled by orthodox Muslims. British rule in India has 

protected the freedom of all sects : Shiahs, Sunnis, Sufis, Bahaists live in 

safely under her sceptre, although it cannot protect any of them from social 

ostracism, where it is in a minority. Musalmans are more free under British 

rule, than in countries where there are Muslim rulers. In thinking of an 

Independent India, the menace of Muhammadan rule has to be considered. 

" 

Similar fear was expressed by Lala Lajpatrai in a letter 49  to Mr. C. R. Das 

— 

" There is one point more which has been troubling me very much of late 

and one which I want you to think carefully and that is the question of Hindu-

Mohamedan unity. I have devoted most of my time during the last six 

months to the study of Muslim history and Muslim Law and I am inclined to 

think, it is neither possible nor practicable. Assuming and admitting the 

sincerity of the Mohamedan leaders in the Non-cooperation movement, I 

think their religion provides an effective bar to anything of the kind. You 

remember the conversation, I reported to you in Calcutta, which I had with 

Hakim Ajmalkhan and Dr. Kitchlew. There is no finer Mohamedan in 

Hindustan than Hakimsaheb but can any other Muslim leader override the 

Quran ? I can only hope that my reading of Islamic Law is incorrect, and 

nothing would relieve me more than to be convinced that it is so. But if it is 

right  then it comes to this that although we can unite against the British we 

cannot do so to rule Hindustan on British lines, we cannot do so to rule 

Hindustan on democratic lines. What is then the remedy ? I am not afraid of 

seven crores in Hindustan but I think the seven crores of Hindustan plus the 

armed hosts of Afghanistan, Central Asia, Arabia, Mesopotamia and Turkey 

will be irresistible. I do honestly and sincerely believe in the necessity or 

desirability of Hindu-Muslim unity. I am also fully prepared to trust the 

Muslim leaders, but what about the injunctions of the Quran and Hadis ? 



The leaders cannot override them. Are we then doomed ? I hope not. I hope 

learned mind and wise head will find some way out of this difficulty. " 

In 1924 the editor of a Bengalee paper had an interview with the poet Dr. 

Rabindra Nath Tagore. The report of this interview states 50:— 

" ..... another very important factor which, according to the poet, was 

making it almost impossible for the Hindu-Mohamedan unity to . become an 

accomplished fact was that the Mohamedans could not confine their 

patriotism to any one country.. ... The poet said that he had very frankly 

asked many Mohamedans whether, in the event of any Mohamedan power 

invading India, they would stand side by side with their Hindu neighbours to 

defend their common land. He could not be satisfied with the reply he got 

from them. He said that he could definitely stale that even such men as Mr. 

Mahomed Ali had declared that under no circumstances was it permissible 

for any Mohamedan, whatever his country might be, to stand against any 

other Mohamedan. " 

II 
If independence .is impossible, then the destiny acceptable to a hundred per 

cent. Indian as the next best would be for India to have the status of a 

Dominion within the British Empire. Who would be content with such a destiny 

? I feel certain that left to themselves the Musalmans will not be content with 

Dominion Status while the Hindus most certainly will. Such a statement is 

sure to jar on the ears of Indians and Englishmen. The Congress being loud 

and vociferous in its insistence of independence, the impression prevails that 

the Hindus are for independence and the Muslims are for Dominion Status. 

Those who were present at the R. T. C., could not have failed to realize how 

strong a hold this impression had taken of the English mind and how the 

claims and interests of the Hindus suffered an injury because of the twin cries 

raised by the Congress, namely, independence and repudiation of debts. 

Listening to these cries. Englishmen felt that the Hindus' were the enemies of 

the British and the Muslims, who did not ask either for independence or 

repudiation, were their friends. This impression, however true it may be in the 

light of the avowed plans of the Congress, is a false impression created by 

false propaganda. For, there can be no doubt that the Hindus are at heart for 

Dominion Status and that the Muslims are at heart for Independence. If proof 

is wanted there is an abundance of it. 

The question of independence was first raised in 1921. In that year the 

Indian National Congress, the All-India Khilafat Conference and the All-India 

Muslim League held their annual sessions in the city of Ahmedabad. Each 

had a resolution in favour of Independence moved in its session. It is 



interesting to note the fate which the resolution met at the hands of the 

Congress, the Khilafat Conference and the Muslim League. 

The President of the Congress was Hakim Ajmal Khan who acted for Mr. C. 

R. Das, who though duly elected could not preside owing to his arrest by 

Government before the session commenced. In the session of the Congress, 

Maulana Hasrat Mohani moved a resolution pressing for a change in the 

creed of the Congress. The following is the summary of the proceedings 51  

relating to the resolution :— 

"Maulana Hasrat Mohani in proposing his resolution on complete 

independence made a long and impassioned speech in Urdu. He said, 

although they had been promised Swaraj last year, the redress of the 

Khilafat and the Punjab wrongs within a year, they had so far achieved 

nothing of the sort. Therefore it was no use sticking to the programme. If 

remaining within the British Empire or the British Commonwealth they could 

not have freedom, he felt that, if necessary, they should not hesitate to go 

out of it. In the words of Lok. Tilak ' liberty was their birth-right ', and any 

Government which denied this elementary right of freedom of speech and 

freedom of action did not deserve allegiance from the people. Home Rule 

on Dominion lines or Colonial Self-Government could not be a substitute to 

them for their inborn liberty. A Government which could clap into jail such 

distinguished leaders of the people as Mr. Chitta Ranjan Das, Pandit Motilal 

Nehru, Lala Lajpat Rai and others, had forfeited all claim to respect from the 

people. And since the end of the year did not bring them Swaraj nothing 

should prevent them from taking the only course left open to them now, that 

of winning their freedom free from all foreign control. The resolution reads 

as follows :— 

" ' The object of the Indian National Congress is the attainment of Swaraj 

or complete independence free from all foreign control by the people of 

India by all legitimate and peaceful means.' " 

After several delegates had spoken in favour of it, Mr. Gandhi came forward 

to oppose the resolution. In opposing the resolution, Mr. Gandhi said :— 

" Friends, I have said only a few words in Hindi in connection with the 

proposition of Mr. Hasrat Mohani. All I want to say to you in English is that 

the levity with which that proposition has been taken by some of you has 

grieved me. It has grieved me because it shows lack of responsibility. As 

responsible men and women we should go back to the days of Nagpur and 

Calcutta and we should remember what we did only an hour ago. An hour 

ago we passed a resolution which actually contemplates a final settlement 

of the Khilafat and the Punjab wrongs and transference of the power from 

the hands of the bureaucracy into the hands of the people by certain definite 



means. Are you going to rub the whole of that position from your mind by 

raising a false issue and by throwing a bombshell in the midst of the Indian 

atmosphere ? I hope that those of you who have voted for the previous 

resolution, will think fifty times before taking up this resolution and voting for 

it. We shall be charged by the thinking portion of the world that we do not 

know really where we are. Let us understand, too, our limitations. Let 

Hindus and Musalmans have absolute, indissoluble unity. Who is here who 

can say today with confidence : ' Yes Hindu-Muslim unity has become an 

indissoluble factor of Indian Nationalism ? ' Who is here who can tell me that 

the Parsis and the Sikhs and the Christians and the Jews and the 

untouchables about whom you heard this afternoon—who will tell me that 

those very people will not rise against any such idea ? Think therefore fifty 

times before you take a step which will redound not to your credit, not to 

your advantage, but which may cause you irreparable injury. Let us first of 

all gather up our strength ; let us first of all sound our own depths. Let us not 

go into waters whose depths we do not know, and this proposition of Mr. 

Hasrat Mohani lands you into depths unfathomable. I ask you in all 

confidence to reject that proposition, if you believe in the proposition that 

you passed only an hour ago. The proposition now before you rubs off the 

whole of the effect of the proposition that you passed only a moment ago. 

Are creeds such simple things like clothes which a man can change at will ? 

For creeds people die, and for creeds people live from age to age. Are you 

going to change the creed which with all deliberation and after great debate 

in Nagpur, you accepted ? There was no limitation of one year when you 

accepted that creed. It is an extensive creed; it takes in all, the weakest and 

the strongest, and you will deny yourselves the privilege of Clothing the 

weakest amongst yourselves with protection if you accept this limited creed 

of Maulana Hasrat Mohani, which does not admit the weakest of your 

brethren. I, therefore, ask you in all confidence to reject his proposition. " 

The resolution when put to vote was declared to be lost. 

The session of the All-India Khilafat Conference was presided over also by 

Hakim Ajmal Khan. A resolution in favour of independence was also moved in 

the subjects committee of this Conference. What happened to the' resolution 

is clear from the following summary of its proceedings. The report of the 

proceedings says 52  :— 

" Before the Conference adjourned at eleven in the night till the next day 

the President, Hakim Ajmalkhan, announced that the Subjects Committee of 

the Conference had, on the motion of Mr. Azad Sobhani, supported by Mr. 

Hasrat Mohani, by a majority resolved to ask all Mohammedans and other 

communities to endeavour to destroy British imperialism and secure 



complete independence. 

" This resolution stated that whereas through the persistent policy and 

attitude of the British Government it cannot be expected that British 

Imperialism would permit the Jazirat-ul-Arab and the Islamic world to be 

completely free from the influence and control of non-Muslims, which means 

that the Khilafat cannot be secured to the extent that the Shariat demands 

its safety, therefore, in order to secure permanent safety of the Khilafat and 

the prosperity of India, it is necessary to endeavour to destroy British 

Imperialism. This Conference holds the view that the only way to make this 

effort is, for the Muslims, conjointly with other inhabitants of India, to make 

India completely free, and that this Conference is of opinion that Muslim 

opinion about Swaraj is the same, that is, complete independence, and it 

expects that other inhabitants of India would-also hold the same point of 

view. 

" On the Conference resuming its sitting on the second day, December 

27th, 1921, a split was found to have taken place in the camp over this 

resolution about independence. When Mr. Hasrat Mohani was going to 

move his resolution declaring as their goal, independence and the 

destruction of British Imperialism, objection was taken to its consideration by 

a member of the Khilafat Subjects Committee on the ground that according 

to their constitution no motion which contemplated a change in their creed 

could be taken as adopted, unless it was voted for in the Subjects 

Committee by a majority of two-third. 

" The President, Hakim Ajmalkhan, upheld this objection and ruled the 

independence motion out of order. 

"Mr. Hasrat Mohani strongly protested and pointed out that the President 

had disallowed a similar objection by the same member in the Subjects 

Committee, while he had allowed it in the open Conference. He said that the 

President had manoeuvred to rule his motion out of order in order to stand 

in their way of declaring from that Conference that their Swaraj meant 

complete independence. " 

The President of the All-India Muslim League was Maulana Hasrat Mohani. 

The report of the proceedings of the League bearing on the resolution says 53  

:— 

" The Muslim League met at 9 p.m. on 31st December 1921. After it had 

passed some non-contentious resolutions the President Hasrat Mohani 

made an announcement amidst applause that he proposed that the decision 

of the Subjects Committee rejecting his resolution regarding the attainment 

of independence and destruction of British Imperialism would be held as 

final and representing the opinion of the majority in the League, but that in 



view of the great importance of the subject he would allow a discussion on 

that resolution without taking any vote. 

" Mr. Azad Sobhani, who had moved the resolution in the Subjects 

Committee, also moved it in the League. He said he believed in Hindu-

Muslim unity as absolutely essential, in non-violent non-cooperation as the 

only way to fight their battle and Mr. Gandhi was fully deserving the 

dictatorship which had been invested on him by the Congress but that he 

also believed that British Imperialism was the greatest danger to India and 

the Muslim world and must be destroyed by placing before them an ideal of 

independence. 

" Mr. Azad Sobhani was followed by several speakers who supported him 

in the same vein. . 

" The Hon'ble Mr. Raza Ali announced that the reason for the ruling of the 

President was that the League did not want to take a step which the 

Congress had not taken. He warned them against saying big things without 

understanding them and reminded the audience that India was at present 

not ready for maintaining liberty even if it was attained. 

" He asked, who would, for instance, be their Commander-in-Chief if the 

British left tomorrow. (A voice, ' Enver Pasha '.) 

" The speaker emphatically declared that he would not tolerate any 

foreigner. He wanted an Indian Commander-in-Chief. " 

The question of Independence was again raised at the Congress session 

held in March 1923 at Coconada but with no success. 

In 1924 Mr. Gandhi presiding over the Congress session held in Belgaum 

said:— 

" In my opinion, if the British Government mean what they say and 

honestly help us to equality, it would be a greater triumph than a complete 

severance of the British connection. I would, therefore, strive for Swaraj 

within the Empire but would not hesitate to sever all connection if it became 

a necessity through Britain's own fault. I would thus throw the burden of 

separation on the British people. " 

In 1925 Mr. C. R. Das again took up the theme. In his address to the Bengal 

Provincial Conference held in May of that Year he, with the deliberate object 

of giving a deadly blow to the idea of independence, took particular pains to 

show the inferiority of the idea of Independence as compared with that of 

Dominion Status:— 

" ...... Independence, to my mind, is a narrowed ideal than that of Swaraj. 

It implies, it is true, the negative of the dependence ; but by itself it gives us 

no positive ideal. I do not for a moment suggest that independence is not 

consistent with Swaraj. But what is necessary is not mere independence but 



the establishment of Swaraj. India may be independent tomorrow in the 

sense that the British people may leave us to our destiny but that will not 

necessarily give us what I understand by Swaraj. As I pointed out in my 

Presidential address at Gaya, India presents an interesting but a 

complicated problem of consolidating the many apparently conflicting 

elements which go to make up the Indian people. This work of consolidation 

is a long process, may even be a weary process; but without this no Swaraj 

is possible. .... 

" Independence, in the second place, does not give you that idea of order 

which is the essence of Swaraj. The work of consolidation which I have 

mentioned means the establishment of that order. Bullet it be clearly 

understood that what is sought to be established must be consistent with 

the genius, the temperament and the traditions of the Indian people. To my 

mind, Swaraj implies, firstly, that we must have the freedom of working out 

the consolidation of the diverse elements of the Indian people ; secondly, 

we must proceed with this work on National lines, not going back two 

thousand years ago, but going forward in the light and in the spirit of our 

national genius and temperament. ..... 

"Thirdly, in the work before us, we must not be obstructed by any foreign 

power. What then we have to fix upon in the matter of ideal is what I call 

Swaraj and not mere independence which may be the negation of Swaraj. 

When we are asked as to what is our national ideal of freedom, the only 

answer which is possible to give is Swaraj. I do not like either Home Rule or 

Self-Government Possibly they come within what I have described as 

Swaraj. But my culture somehow or other is antagonistic to the word ' rule 

'—be it Home Rule or Foreign Rule. " 

*** 

" Then comes the question as to whether this ideal is to be realised within 

the Empire or outside? The answer which the Congress has always given is' 

within the Empire if the Empire will recognise our right ' and ' outside the 

Empire, if it does not '. We must have opportunity to live our life,—

opportunity for self-realization, self-development, and self-fulfilment. The 

question is of living our life. If the Empire   furnishes sufficient scope for the 

growth and development of our national life the Empire idea is to be 

preferred. If, on the contrary, the Empire like the Car of Jagannath crushes 

our life in the sweep of its imperialistic march, there will be justification for 

the idea of the establishment of Swaraj outside the Empire. 

"Indeed, the Empire idea gives us a vivid sense of many advantages. 

Dominion Status is in no sense servitude. It is essentially an alliance by 

consent of those who form part of the Empire for material advantages in the 



real spirit of co-operation. Free alliance necessarily carries with it the right of 

separation .Before the War it was generally believed that it is only as a great 

confederation that the Empire or its component parts can live. It is realised 

that under modem conditions no nation can live in isolation and the 

Dominion Status, while it affords complete protection to each constituent 

composing the great Commonwealth of Nations called the British Empire, 

secures to each the right to realise itself, develop itself and fulfil itself and 

therefore it expresses and implies all the elements of Swaraj which I have 

mentioned. 

" To me the idea is specially attractive because of its deep spiritual 

significance. I believe in world peace, in the ultimate federation of the world ; 

and I think that the great Commonwealth of Nations called the British 

Empire—a federation of diverse races, each with its distinct life, distinct 

civilization, its distinct menial outlook—if properly led with statesmen at the 

helm is bound to make lasting contribution to the great problem that awaits 

the statesmen, the problem of knitting the world into the greatest federation 

the mind can conceive—the federation of the human race. But if only 

properly led with statesmen at the helm ;—for the development of the idea 

involves apparent sacrifice on the part of the constituent nations and it 

certainly involves the giving up for good the Empire idea with its ugly 

attribute of domination. I think it is for the good of India, for the good of the 

world that India should strive for freedom within the Commonwealth and so 

serve the cause of humanity. " 

Mr. Das not only insisted that Dominion Status was better than 

Independence but went further and got the Conference to pass the following 

resolution on the goal of India's political evolution:— 

" 1. This Conference declares that the National ideal of Swaraj involves 

the right of the Indian Nation to live its own life, to have the opportunity of 

self-realization, self-development and self-fulfilment and the liberty to work 

for the consolidation of the diverse elements which go to make up the 

Indian Nation unimpeded and unobstructed by any outside domination. 

" 2. That if the British Empire recognises such right and does not 

obstruct the realisation of Swaraj and is prepared to give such opportunity 

and undertakes to make the necessary sacrifices to make such rights 

effective, this Conference calls upon the Indian Nation to realise its Swaraj 

within the British Commonwealth. " 

It may be noted that Mr. Gandhi was present throughout the session. But 

there was no word of dissent coming from him. On the contrary, he approved 

of the stand taken by Mr. Das. 

With these facts, who can doubt that the Hindus are for Dominion Status 



and the Muslims are for Independence ? But if there be any doubt still 

remaining, the repercussions in Muslim quarters over the Nehru Committee's 

Report in 1928 must dissolve it completely. The Nehru Committee appointed 

by the Congress to frame a constitution for India accepted Dominion Status 

as the basis for India's constitution and rejected independence. It is instructive 

to note the attitude adopted by the Congress and the Muslim political 

organizations in the country towards the Nehru Report. 

The Congress in its session held at Calcutta in 1928 passed a resolution 

moved by Mr. Gandhi which was in the following terms:— 

" This Congress, having considered the constitution recommended by the 

All-Parties Committee Report, welcomes it as a great contribution towards 

the solution of India's political and communal problems, and congratulates 

the Committee on the virtual unanimity of its recommendations and, whilst 

adhering to the resolution relating to complete independence passed at the 

Madras Congress approves of the constitution drawn up by the Committee 

as a great step in political advance, especially as it represents the largest 

measure of agreement attained among the important parties in the country. 

" Subject to the exigencies of the political situation this Congress will adopt 

the constitution in its entirety if it is accepted by the British Parliament on or 

before December 31, 1929, but in the event of its non-acceptance by that 

dale or its earlier rejection. Congress will organise a non-violent non-co-

operation by advising the country to refuse taxation or in such other manner 

as may be decided upon. Consistently with the above, nothing in this 

resolution shall interfere with the carrying on, in the name of the Congress, of 

the propaganda for complete independence. " 

This shows that Hindu opinion is not in favour of Independence but in favour 

of Dominion. Status. Some will take exception to this statement. It may be 

asked what about the Congress resolution of 1927 ? It is true that the 

Congress in its Madras session held in 1927 did pass the following resolution 

moved by Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru:— 

" This Congress declares the goal of the Indian people to be complete 

National Independence ". 

But there is enough evidence to support the contention that this resolution 

did not and does not speak the real mind of the Hindus in the Congress. 

The resolution came as a surprise. There was no indication of it in the 

speech of Dr. Ansari  54  who presided over the 1927 session. The Chairman 
55 of the Reception Committee only referred to it in passing, not as an urgent 

but a contingent line of action. 

There was no forethought about the resolution. It was the result of a coup 

and the coup was successful because of three, factors. 



In the first place, there was then a section in the Congress which was 

opposed to the domination of Pandit Motilal Nehru and Mr. Gandhi, 

particularly the former. This group was led by Mr. Srinivas Iyengar who was 

the political rival of Pandit Motilal. They were searching for a plan which 

would destroy the power and prestige of Pandit Motilal and Mr. Gandhi. They 

knew that the only way to win people to their side was to take a more extreme 

position and to show that their rivals were really moderates, and as 

moderation was deemed by Congressmen to be a sin, they felt that this plan 

was sure to succeed. They made the goal of India the battle-ground, and 

knowing that Pandit Motilal and Gandhi were for Dminion Status, put forth the 

goal of Independence. In the second place, there was a section in the 

Congress which was led by Mr. Vithalbhai Patel. This section was in touch 

with the Irish Sinn Fein party and was canvassing its help in the cause of 

India. The Irish Sinn Fein party was not willing to render any help unless the 

Indians declared that their goal was Independence. This section was anxious 

to change the goal from Dominion Status to Independence in order to secure 

Irish help. To these two factors was added a third, namely, the speech made 

by Lord Birkenhead, the then Secretary of State for India, on the occasion of 

the appointment of the Simon Commission when he taunted the Indians on 

their incapacity to produce a constitution. The speech was regarded as a 

great insult by Indian politicians. It is the combination of these three factors 

which was responsible for the passing of this resolution. Indeed, the 

resolution was passed more from the motive 56  of giving a fitting reply to Lord 

Birkenhead than from the motive of defining the political goal of the country 

and if Mr. Gandhi and Pandit Motilal Nehru kept quiet it was largely because 

the storm created by the intemperate language of Lord Birkenhead against 

Indians was so great that they thought it wise to bow to it rather than engage 

upon the task of sweeping it off which they would have otherwise easily done. 

That this resolution did not speak the real mind of the Hindus in the 

Congress is beyond doubt. Otherwise, it is not possible to explain how the 

Nehru Committee could have flouted the Madras resolution of 1927 by 

adopting Dominion Status as the basis of the constitutional structure framed 

by it. Nor is it possible to explain how the Congress adopted Dominion Status 

in 1928 if it had really accepted 57  independence in 1927 as the resolution 

says. The clause in the resolution that the Congress would accept Dominion 

Status if given before 31st December 1929, if not, it would change its faith 

from Dominion Status to Independence was only a face-saving device and did 

not connote a real change of mind. For time can never be of the essence in a 

matter of such deep concern as the political destiny of the country. 

That notwithstanding the resolution of 1927, the Congress continued to 



believe in Dominion Status and did not believe in Independence, is amply 

borne out by the pronouncements made from time to time by Mr. Gandhi who 

is the oracle of the Congress. Anyone, who studies Mr. Gandhi's 

pronouncements on this subject from 1929 onwards, cannot help feeling that 

Mr. Gandhi has not been happy about the resolution on Independence and 

that he has ever since felt necessary to wheel the Congress back to Dominion 

Status. He began with the gentle process of interpreting it away. The goal 

was first reduced from Independence to substance of Independence. From 

substance of Independence it was reduced to equal partnership and from 

equal partnership it was brought back to it's original position. The wheel 

completed the turn when Mr. Gandhi in 1937 gave the following letter to Mr. 

Pollock for the information of the English people :— 

" Your question is whether I retain the same opinion as I did at the Round 

Table Conference in 1931. I said then, and repeat now, that, so far as I am 

concerned, if Dominion Status were offered to India in terms of the Statute of 

Westminster, i.e., the right to secede at will, I would unhesitatingly accept, "  
58  

Turning to the pronouncements of Muslim political organizations on the 

Nehru Report it is interesting to note the reasons given by them for its 

rejection. These reasons are wholly unexpected. No doubt some Muslim 

organizations such as the Muslim League rejected the Report because it 

recommended the abolition of separate electorates. But that was certainly not 

the reason why it was condemned by the Khilafat Conference or the Jamiat-

ul-Ulema— the two Muslim organizations which went with the Congress 

through the same fiery ordeal of non-co-operation and civil disobedience and 

whose utterances expressed far more truly the real opinion of Muslim masses 

on the issues relating to the political affairs of the country than did the 

utterances of any other Muslim organization. 

Maulana Mahomed Ali set out his reasons for the rejection of the Nehru 

Report in his Presidential address to the All-India Khilafat Conference held in 

Calcutta in 1928. He said  :-- 59  

"[I] was a member of he Indian National Congress, its Working Committee, 

the All-India Muslim League and [I] have come to the Khilafat Conference to 

express (my views) on the important political issues of the time, which 

should have the serious attention of the whole Muslim community. 

 

*** 

" In the All-Parties Convention he had said that India should have 

complete independence and there was no communalism in it. Yet he was 

being heckled at every moment and stopped during his speech at every 



step. 

" The Nehru Report had as its preamble admitted the bondage of 

servitude. . . . Freedom and Dominion Status were widely divergent 

things.... 

"I ask, when you boast of your nationalism and condemn communalism, 

show me a country in the world like your India—your nationalist India.  

*** 

" You make compromises in your constitution every day with false 

doctrines, immoral conceptions and wrong ideas but you make no 

compromise with our communalists — with separate electorates and 

reserved seats. Twenty-five per cent. is our portion of population and yet 

you will not give us 33 per cent. in the Assembly. You are a Jew, a Bania. 

But to the English you give the status of your dominion. " 

The conference passed a short resolution in the following pithy terms:— 

" This Conference declares once more that complete independence is our 

goal ". 

Maulana Hasrat Mohani, as President of the Jamiat-ul-Ulema Conference 

held in Allahabad in 1931, gave the same reasons for condemning the Nehru 

Report in words measured but not less scathing. Said 60 the Maulana :— 

" My political creed with regard to India is now well known to everybody. I 

cannot accept anything short of complete independence, and, that loo, on 

the model of the United Stales of America or the Soviet Russia which is 

essentially ( 1) democratic, (2) federal and (3) centrifugal, and in which the 

rights of Muslim minorities are safeguarded. 

" For some lime the Jamial-ul-Ulema of Delhi held fast to the creed of 

complete independence and it was mostly for tins reason that it repudiated 

.theNehru Report which devised a unitary constitution instead of a federal 

one. Besides, when, after the Lahore session, the Congress, at the instance 

of Mahatma Gandhi, declared the burial of the Nehru Report on the banks of 

the Ravi and the resolution of complete independence was unanimously 

agreed upon, the Delhi Jamiat ventured to co-operate with the Congress 

and its programme of civil disobedience simply because it was the duly of 

every Indian, Hindu or Muslim, to take part in the struggle for independence. 

" But unfortunately Gandhiji very soon went back upon his words and (1) 

while yet in jail he told the British journalist Mr. Slocombe that by complete 

independence he meant only the substance of independence, (2) besides, 

when he was released on expressing his inclination for compromise he 

devised the illusory term of ' Puma Swaraj ' in place of complete 

independence and openly declared that in ' Puma Swaraj ' there was no 



place for severance of the British connection, (3) by making a secret pact 

with Lord Irwin he definitely adopted the ideal of Dominion Sialus under the 

British Crown. 

" After this change of from by Gandhiji the Delhi Jamial ought to have 

desisted from blindly supporting the Mahalma. and like the Nehru Report it 

should have completely rejected this formula of the Congress Working 

Committee by which the Nehru Report was sought to be revived at Bombay. 

" But we do not know what unintelligible reasons induced the Delhi Jamial-

ul-Ulema to adopt 'Puma Swaraj' as their ideal, in spite of the knowledge 

that it does not mean complete independence but something even worse 

than complete independence. And the only explanation for adopting this 

creed is said to be that, although Gandhiji has accepted Dominion Status, 

he still insists that Britain should concede the right of secession from the 

British Empire to the Indians. 

" Although it is quite deaf that insistence on this right has no better worth 

than the previous declaration of complete independence, in other words, 

just as Gandhiji insisted on complete independence with the sole object of 

forcing the British Government to accede to the demand of Dominion 

Status, which was the sole ultimate aim of the Mahatma, in the same way 

the leaders of the Congress insisted upon the right of secession with the 

object of extorting the largest measure of political rights from the British 

people who might not go beyond a certain limit in displeasing them. 

Otherwise Gandhiji and his followers know it full well that even if this right of 

secession is given to Indians, it would perhaps be never put into practice. 

" If someone considers this contention of mine to be based on suspicion 

and contends that the Congress will certainly declare for secession from the 

Empire whenever there is need of' it, I will ask him to let me know what will 

be the form of Indian Government after the British connection is withdrawn. 

It is clear that no one can conceive of a despotic form and a democratic 

form, whether it be unitary or federal but centripetal, will be nothing more 

than Hindu Raj which the Musalmans can in no circumstances accept. Now 

remains only one form, viz., after complete withdrawal of the British 

connection India with its autonomous Provinces and States forms into 

united centrifugal democratic government on the model of the United States 

Republic or Soviet Russia. But this can never be acceptable to the 

Mahasabhaite Congress or a lover of Britain like Mahatma Gandhi. 

" Thus the Jamial-ul-Ulema of Delhi after washing its hands of complete 

independence has stultified itself, but thank God the Ulemas of Cawnpore, 

Lucknow, Badaun, etc., still hold last to their pledge and will remain so, God 

willing. Some weak-kneed persons urge against this highest ideal that, 



when it is not possible for the present to attain it, there is no use talking 

about it. We say to them that it is not at all useless but rather absolutely 

necessary, for if the highest ideal is not always kept before view, it is liable 

to be forgotton. 

" We must, therefore, oppose Dominion Status in all circumstances as this 

is not the half-way house or part of our ultimate aim, but its very negation 

and rival. If Gandhiji reaches England and the Round Table Conference is 

successfully concluded, giving India Dominion Stylus of any kind, with or 

without safeguards, the conception of complete independence will 

completely vanish or at any rate will not be thought of for a very long time to 

come. " 

The All-India Khilafat Conference and the Jamiat-ul-Ulema were surely 

extremist bodies avowedly anti-British. But the All-India Muslim Conference 

was not at all a body of extremists or anti-British Musalmans. Yet the U. P. 

Branch of it in its session held at Cawnpore on 4th November 1928 passed 

the following resolution :— 

" In the opinion of the All-Panics U. P. Muslim Conference, Musalmans 

of India stand for the goal of complete independence, which shall 

necessarily take the form of a federal republic. " 

In the opinion of the mover, Islam always taught freedom, and for the matter 

of that the Muslims of India would fail in their religious  duty,  if  they  were  

against  complete independence. Indian Muslims were poor, yet they were, 

the speaker was sure, devoted to Islam more than any other people on earth. 

In this Conference an incident 61  of some interest occurred in the Subjects 

Committee when Maulana Azad Sobhani proposed that the Conference 

should declare itself in favour of complete independence. 

Khan Bahadur Masoodul Hassan and some other persons, objected to such 

declaration, which, in their opinion, would go against the best interests of 

Musalmans. Upon this, a number of women from their purdah gallery sent a 

written statement to the President saying that if men had not the courage to 

stand for complete independence, women would come out of purdah, and 

take their place in the struggle for independence. 

 

Ill 
Notwithstanding this difference in their ultimate destiny, an attempt is made 

to force the Hindus and Muslims to live in one country, as one people, bound 

by the political ties of a single constitution. Assuming that this is done and that 

the Muslims are somehow manoeuvred into it, what guarantee is there that 

the constitution will not break down ? 



The successful working of a Parliamentary Government assumes the 

existence of certain conditions. It is only when these conditions exist that 

Parliamentary Government can take roots. One such condition was pointed 

out by the late Lord Balfour when in 1925 he had an occasion to discuss the 

political future of the Arab peoples in conversation with his niece Blanche 

Dugdale. 

In the course of this conversation he said 62 :__ 

" It is partly the fault of the British nation— and of the Americans ; we can't 

exonerate them from blame either—that this idea of 'representative 

government ' has got into the heads of nations who haven't the smallest 

notion of what its basis must be. It's difficult to explain, and the Angio-Saxon 

races are bad at exposition. Moreover we know it so well ourselves that it 

does not strike us as necessary to explain it. I doubt if you would find it 

written in any book on the British Constitution that the whole essence of 

British Parliamentary Government lies in the intention to make the thing 

work. We lake that for granted. We have spent hundreds of years in 

elaborating a system that rests on that alone. It is so deep in us that we 

have lost sight of it. But it is not so obvious to others. These peoples — 

Indians, Egyptians, and so on — study our learning. They read our history, 

our philosophy, and politics. They learn about our parliamentary methods of 

obstruction, but nobody explains to them that when it comes to the point, all 

our parliamentary pities are determined that the machinery shan't slop. ' The 

king's government must go on 'as the Duke of Wellington said. But their idea 

is that the function of opposition is to stop the machine. Nothing easier, of 

course, but hopeless. " 

Asked why the opposition in England does not go to the length of stopping 

the machine, he said :__ 

" Our whole political machinery presupposes a people. ..... fundamentally 

at one. " 

Laski has well summarized these observations of Balfour on the condition 

necessary for the successful working of Parliamentary Government when he 

says 63 : 

" The strength of Parliamentary Government is exactly measured by the 

unity of political parties upon its fundamental objects. " 

Having stated the condition necessary for the successful working of the 

machinery of representative government it will be well to examine whether 

these conditions are present in India. 

How far can we say that there is an intention in the Hindus and the Muslims 

to make representative government work ? To prove the futility and 



unworkability of representative and responsible government, it is enough 

even if one of the two parties shows an intention to stop the machinery of 

government. If such an intention is enough, then it does not matter much 

whether it is found in the Hindus or in the Muslims. The Muslims being more 

outspoken than the Hindus, one gets to know their mind more than one gets 

to know the mind of the Hindus. How the Muslim mind will work and by what 

factors it is likely to be swayed will be clear if the fundamental tenets of Islam 

which dominate Muslim politics and the views expressed by prominent 

Muslims bearing on Muslim attitude towards an Indian Government are taken 

into consideration. Certain of such religious tenets of Islam and the views of 

some of the Muslim leaders are given below to enable all those who are 

capable of looking at things dispassionately, to judge for themselves whether 

the condition postulated by Balfour can be said to exist in India. 

Among the tenets one that calls for notice is the tenet of Islam which says 

that in a country which is not under Muslim rule wherever there is a conflict 

between Muslim law and the law of the land, the former must prevail over the 

latter and a Muslim will be justified in obeying the Muslim law and defying the 

law of the land. 

What the duty of the Musalmans is in such cases was well pointed out by 

Maulana Mahomed Ali in the course of his statement made in 1921 before the 

Committing Magistrate of Karachi in answer to the charges for which he was 

prosecuted by the Government. The prosecution arose out of a resolution 

passed at the session of the All-India Khilafat Conference held in Karachi on 

8th July 1921 at which Mr. Mahomed Ali presided and introduced the 

resolution in question. 

The resolution was as follows :— 

" This meeting clearly proclaims that it is in every way religiously unlawful 

for a Musalman at the present moment to continue in the British Army, or to 

enter the Army, or to induce others to join the Army. And it is the duly of all 

Musalmans in general and of the Ulemas in particular to see that these 

religious commandments are brought home to every Musalman in the Army. " 

Along with Maulana Mahomed Ali six other persons 64  were prosecuted 

under Section 120-B read with Section 131, L P. C. and under Section 505 

read with Section 114 and Section 505 read with Section 117, 1. P. C. 

Maulana Mahomed Ali in justification of his plea of not guilty, said 65  :— 

" After all what is the meaning of this precious prosecution. By whose 

convictions are we to be guided, we the Musalmans and the Hindus of India ? 

Speaking as a Musalman, if I am supposed to err from the right path, the only 

way to convince me of my error is to refer me to the Holy Koran or to the 

authentic traditions of the last Prophet—on whom be peace and God's 



benediction—or the religious pronouncements of recognized Muslim divines, 

past and present, which purport to be based on these two original sources of 

Islamic authority demands from me in the present circumstances, the precise 

action for which a Government, that does not like to be called satanic, is 

prosecuting me to-day. 

"If that which I neglect, becomes by my neglect a deadly sin, and is yet a 

crime when I do not neglect it, how am I to consider myself safe in this 

country ? 

" I must either be a sinner or a criminal........ Islam recognizes one 

sovereignty alone, the sovereignty of God, which is supreme and 

unconditional, indivisible and inalienable. . . ..  

*** 

" The only allegiance a Musalman, whether civilian or soldier, whether living 

under a Muslim or under a non-Muslim administration, is commanded by the 

Koran to acknowledge is his allegiance to God, to his Prophet and to those in 

authority from among the Musalmans chief among the last mentioned being 

of course that Prophet's successor or commander of the faithful…..  This 

doctrine of unity is not a mathematical formula elaborated by abstruse 

thinkers but a work-a-day belief of every Musalman learned or unlettered…... 

Musalmans have before this also and elsewhere too, lived in peaceful 

subjection to non-Muslim administrations. But the unalterable rule is and has 

always been that as Musalmans they can obey only such laws and orders 

issued by their secular rulers as do not involve disobedience to the 

commandments of God who in the expressive language of the Holy Koran is ' 

the all-ruling ruler '.   These very clear and rigidly definite limits of obedience 

are not laid down with regard to the authority of non-Muslim administration 

only. On the contrary they are of universal application and can neither be 

enlarged nor reduced in any case. " This must make anyone wishing for a 

stable government very apprehensive.  But this is nothing to the Muslim 

tenets which prescribe when a country is a motherland to the Muslim and 

when it is not. 

According to Muslim Canon Law the world is divided into two camps, Dar-ul-

lslam (abode of Islam) and Dar-ul-Harb (abode of war). A country is Dar-ul-

lslam when it is ruled by Muslims. A country is Dar-ul-Harb when Muslims 

only reside in it but are not rulers of it. That being the Canon Law of the 

Muslims, India cannot be the common motherland of the Hindus and the 

Musalmans. It can be the land of the Musalmans—but it cannot be the land of 

the 'Hindus and the Musalmans living as equals '. Further, it can be the land 

of the Musalmans only when it is governed by the Muslims. The moment the 

land becomes subject to the authority of a non-Muslim power, it ceases to be 



the land of the Muslims. Instead of being Dar-ul-lslam it becomes Dar-ul-

Harb. 

It must not be supposed that this view is only of academic interest. For it is 

capable of becoming an active force capable of influencing the conduct of the 

Muslims. It did greatly influence the conduct of the Muslims when the British 

occupied India. The British occupation raised no qualms in the minds of the 

Hindus. But so far as the Muslims were concerned, it at once raised the 

question whether India was any longer a suitable place of residence for 

Muslims. .A discussion was started in the Muslim community, which Dr. Titus 

says lasted for half a century, as to whether India was Dar-ul-Harb or Dar-ul-

lslam. Some of the more zealous elements, under the leadership of Sayyed 

Ahmad, actually did declare a holy war, preached the necessity of emigration 

(Hijrat) to lands under Muslim rule, and carried their agitation all over India. 

It took all ingenuity of Sir Sayyed Ahmad, the founder of the Aligarh 

movement, to persuade the Indian Musalmans not to regard India under the 

British as Dar-ul-Harb merely because it was not under Muslim rule. He urged 

upon the Muslims to regard it as Dar-ul-lslam, because the Muslims were 

perfectly free to exercise all the essential rites and ceremonies of their 

religion. The movement for Hijrat for the time being died down. But the 

doctrine that India was Dar-ul-Harb had not been given up. It was again 

preached by Muslim patriots during 1920-21, when the Khilafat agitation was 

going on. The agitation was not without response from the Muslim masses 

and there was a goodly number of Muslims who not only showed themselves 

ready to act in accordance with the Muslim Canon Law but actually 

abandoned their homes in India and crossed over to Afghanistan. 

It might also be mentioned that Hijrat is not the only way of escape to 

Muslims who find themselves in a Dar-ul-Harb. There is another injunction of 

Muslim Canon Law called Jihad (crusade) by which it becomes " incumbent 

on a Muslim ruler to extend the rule of Islam until the whole world shall have 

been brought under its sway. The world, being divided into two camps, Dar-

ul-lslam (abode of Islam), Dar-ul-Harb (abode of war), all countries come 

under one category or the other. Technically, it is the duty of the Muslim ruler, 

who is capable of doing so, to transform Dar-ul-Harb into Dar-ul-lslam. " And 

just as there are instances of the Muslims in India resorting to Hijrat, there are 

instances showing that they have not hesitated to proclaim Jihad. The curious 

may examine the history of the Mutiny of 1857 and if he does, he will find that, 

in part, at any rate, it was really a. Jihad proclaimed by the Muslims against 

the British, and that the Mutiny so far as the Muslims were concerned was a 

recrudescence of revolt which had been fostered by Sayyed Ahmad who 

preached to the Musalmans for several decades that owing to the occupation 



of India by the British the country had become a Dar-ul-Harb. The Mutiny was 

an attempt by the Muslims to reconvert India into a Dar-ul-lslam. A more 

recent instance was the invasion of India by Afghanistan in 1919. It was 

engineered by the Musalmans of India who led by the Khilafatists' antipathy to 

the British Government sought the assistance of Afghanistan to emancipate 

India. 66  Whether the invasion would have resulted in the emancipation of 

India or whether it would have resulted in its subjugation, it is not possible to 

say because the invasion failed to take effect. Apart from this, the fact 

remains that India, if not exclusively under Muslim rule, is a Dar-ul-Harb and 

the Musalmans according to the tenets of Islam are justified in proclaiming a 

Jihad. 

Not only can they proclaim Jihad but they can call the aid of a foreign 

Muslim power to make Jihad a success, or if the foreign Muslim power 

intends to proclaim a Jihad, help that power in making its endeavour a 

success. This was clearly explained by Mr. Mahomed Ali in his address to the 

Jury in the Sessions Court. Mr. Mahomed Ali said :— 

" But since the Government is apparently uninformed about the manner in 

which our Faith colours and is meant to colour all our actions, including those 

which, for the sake of convenience, are generally characterised as mundane, 

one thing must be made clear, and it is this: Islam does not permit the 

believer to pronounce an adverse judgement against another believer without 

more convincing proof; and we could not, of course, fight against our Muslim 

brothers without making sure that they were guilty of wanton aggression, and 

did not take up arms in defence of their faith ". (This was in relation to the war 

that was going on between the British and the Afghans in 1919.) "Now our 

position is this. Without better proof of the Amir's malice or madness we 

certainly do not want Indian soldiers, including the Musalmans, and 

particularly with our own encouragement and assistance, to attack 

Afghanistan and effectively occupy if first, and then be a prey to more 

perplexity and perturbation afterwards. 

" But if on the contrary His Majesty the Amir has no quarrel with India and 

her people and if his motive must be attributed, as the Secretary of Slate has 

publicly said, to the unrest which exists throughout the Mahomedan world, an 

unrest with which he openly professed to be in cordial sympathy, that is to 

say, if impelled by the same religious motive that has forced Muslims to 

contemplate Hijrat , the alternative of the weak, which is all that is within our 

restricted means. His Majesty has been forced to contemplate Jihad, the 

alternative of those comparatively stronger which he may have found within 

his means; if he has taken up the challenge of those who believed in force 

and yet more force, and he intends to try conclusions with those who require 



Musalmans to wage war against the Khilafat and those engaged in Jihad; 

who are in wrongful occupation of the Jazirut-ul-Arab and the holy places ; 

who aim at the weakening of Islam ; discriminate against it, and deny to us full 

freedom to advocate its cause ; then the clear law of Islam-requires that in the 

first place, in no case whatever should a Musalman render anyone any 

assistance against him ; and in the next place if the Jihad approaches my 

region every Musalman in that region must join the Mujahidin and assist them 

to the best of his or her power. 

" Such is the clear and undisputed law of Islam ; and we had explained this 

to the Committee investigating our case when it had put to us a question 

about the religious duty of a Muslim subject of a non-Muslim power when 

Jihad had been declared against it, long before there was any notion of 

trouble on the Frontiers, and when the late Amir was still alive ". 

A third tenet which calls for notice as being relevant to the issue is that 

Islam does not recognize territorial affinities. Its affinities are social and 

religious and therefore extraterritorial. Here again Maulana Mahomed Ali will 

be the best witness. When he was committed to the Sessions Court in 

Karachi Mr. Mahomed Ali addressing the Jury said :— 

" One thing has to be made clear as we have since discovered that the 

doctrine to which we shall now advert is not so generally known in non-

Muslim and particularly in official circles as it ought to be. A Musalman's 

faith does not consist merely in believing in a set of doctrines and living up 

to that belief himself; he must also exert him self to the fullest extent of his 

power, of course without resort to any compulsion, to the end that others 

also conform to the prescribed belief and practices. This is spoken of in the 

Holy Koran as Amribilmaroof and Nahi anilmunkar , and certain distinct 

chapters of the Holy Prophet's traditions relate to this essential doctrine of 

Islam. A Musalman cannot say : ' I am not my brother's keeper ', for in a 

sense he is and his own salvation cannot be assured to him unless he 

exhorts others also to do good and dehorts them against doing evil. If 

therefore any Musalman is being compelled to wage war against the 

Mujahid of Islam, he must not only be a conscientious objector himself, but 

must, if he values his own salvation, persuade his brothers also at whatever 

risk to himself to take similar objection. Then and not until then, can he hope 

for salvation.  This is our belief as well as the belief of every other 

Musalman and in our humble way we seek to live up to it; and if we are 

denied freedom to inculcate this doctrine, we must conclude that the land, 

where this freedom does not exist, is not safe for Islam. " 

This is the basis of Pan-Islamism. It is this which leads every Musalman in 

India to say that he is a Muslim first and Indian afterwards. It is this sentiment 



which explains why the Indian Muslim has taken so small a part in the 

advancement of India but has spent himself to exhaustion 67 by taking up the 

cause of Muslim countries and why Muslim countries occupy the first place 

and India occupies a second place in his thoughts. His Highness the Aga 

Khan justifies it by saying  68:— 

    " This is a right and legitimate Pan-Islamism to which every sincere and 

believing Mahomedan belongs—that is, the theory of the spiritual 

brotherhood and unity of the children of the Prophet. It is a deep, perennial 

element in that Perse-Arabian culture, that great family of civilization to 

which we gave the name Islamic in the first chapter. It connotes charity and 

good-will towards fellow-believers everywhere from China to Morocco, from 

the Volga to Singapore. It means an abiding interest in the literature of 

Islam, in her beautiful arts, in her lovely architecture, in her entrancing 

poetry. It also means a true reformation— a return to the early and pure 

simplicity of the faith, to its preaching by persuasion and argument, to the 

manifestation of a spiritual power in individual lives, to beneficent activity of 

mankind. The natural and worthy spiritual movement makes not only the 

Master and His teaching but also His children of all climes an object of 

affection to the Turk or the Afghan, to the Indian or the Egyptian. A famine 

or a desolating fire in the Muslim quarters of Kashgar or Sarajevo would 

immediately draw the sympathy and material assistance of the Mahomedan 

of Delhi or Cairo. The real spiritual and cultural unity of Islam must ever 

grow, for to the follower of the Prophet it is the foundation of the life of the 

soul. " 

If this spiritual Pan-lslamism seeks to issue forth in political Pan-lslamism, it 

cannot be said to be unnatural. It is perhaps that feeling which was in the 

mind of the Aga Khan when he said 69  :— 

" It is for the Indian patriot to recognise that Persia, Afghanistan and 

possibly Arabia must sooner or later come within the orbit of some 

Continental Power—such as Germany, or what may grow out of the break 

up of Russia—or must throw in their lot with that of the Indian Empire, with 

which they have so much more genuine affinity. The world forces that move 

small States into closer contact with powerful neighbours, though so far 

most visible in Europe, will inevitably make themselves felt in Asia. Unless 

she is willing to accept the prospect of having powerful and possibly inimical 

neighbours to watch, and the heavy military burdens thereby entailed, India 

cannot afford to neglect to draw her Mahomedan neighbour States to 

herself by the ties of mutual interest and goodwill. 

" In a word, the path of beneficent and growing union must be based on a 

federal India, with every member exercising her individual rights, her historic 



peculiarities and natural interests, yet protected by a common defensive 

system and customs union from external danger and economic exploitation 

by stronger forces. Such a federal India would promptly bring Ceylon to the 

bosom of her natural mother, and the further developments we have indicated 

would follow. We can build a great South Asiatic Federation by now laying the 

foundations wide and deep on justice, on liberty, and on recognition for every 

race, every religion, and every historical entity. 

" A sincere policy of assisting both Persia and Afghanistan in the onward 

march which modem conditions demand, will raise two natural ramparts for 

India in the north-west that neither German nor Slav, Turk nor Mongol, can 

ever hope to destroy. They will be drawn of their own accord towards the 

Power which provides the object lesson of a healthy form of federalism in 

India, with real autonomy for each province, with the internal freedom of 

principalities assured, with a revived and liberalised kingdom of Hyderabad, 

including the Berars, under the Nizam. They would see in India freedom and 

order, autonomy and yet Imperial union, and would appreciate for themselves 

the advantages of a confederation assuring the continuance of internal self-

government buttressed by goodwill, the immense and unlimited strength of 

that great Empire on which the sun never sets. The British position of 

Mesopotamia and Arabia also, whatever its nominal form may be, would be 

infinitely strengthened by the policy I have advocated. " 

The South Asiatic Federation was more for the good of the Muslim countries 

such as Arabia, Mesopotamia and Afghanistan than for the good of India,70  

This shows how very naturally the thoughts of Indian Musalmansare occupied 

by considerations of Muslim countries other than those of India. 

Government is based on obedience to authority. But those, who are eager 

to establish self-government of Hindus and Muslims, do not seem to have 

stopped to inquire on what such obedience depends and how far such 

obedience would be forthcoming in the usual course and in moments of crisis. 

This is a very important question. For, if obedience fails, self-government 

means working together and not working under. That may be so in an ideal 

sense. But in practical and work-a-day world, if the elements brought under 

one representative government are disproportionate in numbers, the minor 

section will have to work under the major section and whether it works under 

the major section or not will depend upon how far it is disposed to obey the 

authority of the government carried on by the major section. So important is 

this factor in the success of self-government that Balfour may be said to have 

spoken only part of the truth when he made its success dependent upon 

parties being fundamentally atone. He failed to note that willingness to obey 

the authority of Government is a factor equally necessary for the success of 



any scheme of self-government. 

The importance of this second condition, the existence of which is 

necessary for a successful working of parliamentary government, has been 

discussed by 71  James Bryce. While dealing with the basis of political 

cohesion, Bryce points out that while force may have done much to build up 

States, force is only one among many factors and not the most important. In 

creating, moulding, expanding and knitting together political communities 

what is more important than force is obedience. This willingness to obey and 

comply with the sanctions of a government depends upon certain 

psychological attributes of the individual citizens and groups. According to 

Bryce the attitude which produces obedience are indolence, deference, 

sympathy, fear and reason. All are not of the same value. Indeed they are 

relative in their importance as causes producing a disposition to obey. As 

formulated by Bryce, in the sum total of obedience the percentage due to fear 

and to reason respectively is much less than that due to indolence and less 

also than that due to deference or sympathy. According to this view deference 

and sympathy are, therefore, the two most powerful factors which predispose 

a people to' obey the authority of its government. 

Willingness to render obedience to the authority of the government is as 

essential for the stability of government as the unity of political parties on the 

fundamentals of the state. It is impossible for any sane person to question the 

importance of obedience in the maintenance of the state. To believe in civil 

disobedience is to believe in anarchy. 

How far will Muslims obey the authority of a government manned and 

controlled by the Hindus ? The answer to this question need not call for much 

inquiry. To the Muslims a Hindu is a Kaffir. 72  A Kaffir is not worthy of respect. 

He is low-born and without status. That is why a country which is ruled by a 

Kaffir is Dar-ul-Harb to a Musalman. Given this, no further evidence seems to 

be necessary to prove that the Muslims will not obey a Hindu government. 

The basic feelings of deference and sympathy, which predispose persons to 

obey the authority of government, do not simply exist. But if proof is wanted, 

there 

is no dearth of it. It is so abundant that the problem is what to tender and 

what to omit. 

In the midst of the Khilafat agitation when the Hindus were doing so much to 

help the Musalmans, the Muslims did not forget that as compared with them 

the Hindus were a low and an inferior race. A Musalman wrote 73 in the 

Khilafat paper called Insaf :— 

" What is the meaning of Swami and Mahatma ? Can Muslims use in 

speech or writing these words about non-Muslims ? He says that Swami 



means ' Master ', and ' Mahatma ' means ' possessed of the highest spiritual 

powers ' and is equivalent to ' Ruh-i-aazam ', and the supreme spirit. " 

He asked the Muslim divines to decide by an authoritative fatwa whether it 

was lawful for Muslims to call non-Muslims by such deferential and reverential 

titles. 

A remarkable incident was reported 74 in connection with the celebration of 

Mr. Gandhi's release from gaol in 1924  at the Tibbia College of Yunani 

medicine run by Hakim Ajmal Khan at Delhi. According to the report, a Hindu 

student compared Mr. Gandhi to Hazarat Isa (Jesus) and at this sacrilege to 

the Musalman sentiment all the Musalman students flared up and threatened 

the Hindu student with violence, and, it is alleged, even the Musalman 

professors joined with their co-religionists in this demonstration of their 

outraged feelings. 

In 1923 Mr. Mahomed Ali presided over the session of the Indian National 

Congress. In this address he spoke of Mr. Gandhi in the following terms : 

" Many have compared the Mahatma's teachings, and latterly his personal 

sufferings, to those of Jesus (on whom be peace). ...... When Jesus 

contemplated the world at the outset of his ministry he was called upon to 

make his choice of the weapons of reform. .... The idea of being all-powerful 

by suffering and resignation, and of triumphing over force by purity of heart, 

is as old as the days of Abel and Cain, the first progeny of man...... 

" Be that as it may, it was just as peculiar to Mahatma Gandhi also ;but it 

was reserved for a Christian Government to treat as felon the most Christ 

like man of our time (Shame, Shame) and to penalize as a disturber of the 

public peace the one man engaged in public affairs who comes nearest to 

the Prince of Peace. The political conditions of India just before the advent 

of the Mahatma resembled those of Judea on the eve of the advent of 

Jesus, and the prescription that he offered to those in search of a remedy 

for the ills of India was the same that Jesus had dispensed before in Judea. 

Self-purification through suffering ; a moral preparation for the 

responsibilities of government ; self-discipline as the condition precedent of 

Swaraj—this was Mahatma's creed and conviction ; and those of us, who 

have been privileged to have lived in the glorious year that culminated in the 

Congress session at Ahmedabad, have seen what a remarkable and rapid 

change he wrought in the thoughts, feelings and actions of such large 

masses of mankind. " 

A year after, Mr. Mahomed Ali speaking at Aligarh and Ajmere said : 

" However pure Mr. Gandhi's character may be, he must appear to me 

from the point of view of religion inferior to any Musalman, even though he 

be without character. " 



The statement created a great stir. Many did not believe that Mr. Mahomed 

Ali, who testified to so much veneration for Mr. Gandhi, was capable of 

entertaining such ungenerous and contemptuous sentiments about him. 

When Mr. Mahomed Ali was speaking at a meeting held at Aminabad Park in 

Lucknow, he was asked whether the sentiments attributed to him were true. 

Mr. Mahomed Ali without any hesitation or compunction replied 75 : 

" Yes, according to my religion and creed, I do hold an adulterous and a 

fallen Musalman to be better than Mr. Gandhi. " 

It was suggested 77 at the time that Mr. Mahomed Ali had to recant because 

the whole of the orthodox Muslim community had taken offence for his having 

shown such deference to Mr. Gandhi, who was a Kaffir, as to put him on the 

same pedestal as Jesus. Such praise of a Kaffir, they felt, was forbidden by 

the Muslim Canon Law. 

In a manifesto 78 on Hindu-Muslim relations issued in 1928 Khwaja Hasan 

Nizami declared : 

" Musalmans are separate from Hindus ; they cannot unite with the 

Hindus. After bloody wars the Musalmans conquered India, and the English 

took India from them. The Musalmans are one united nation and they alone 

will be masters of India. They will never give up their individuality. They 

have ruled India for Hundreds of years, and hence they have a prescriptive 

right over the country. The Hindus are a minor community in the world. They 

are never free from internecine quarrels ; they believe in Gandhi and 

worship the cow ; they are polluted by taking other people's water. The 

Hindus do not care for self-government ; they have no time to spare for it; let 

them go on with their internal squabbles. What capacity have they for ruling 

over men? The Musalmans did rule, and the Musalmans will rule. " 

Far from rendering obedience to Hindus, the Muslims seem to be ready to 

try conclusions with the Hindus again. In 1926 there arose a controversy as to 

who really won the third battle of Panipat, fought in 1761. It was contended for 

the Muslims that it was a great victory for them because Ahmad Sha Abdali 

had I lakh of soldiers while the Mahrattas had 4 to 6 lakhs. The Hindus replied 

that it was a victory to them—a victory to vanquished—because it stemmed 

the tide of Muslim invasions. The Muslims were not prepared to admit defeat 

at the hands of Hindus and claimed that they will always prove superior to the 

Hindus. To prove the eternal superiority of Muslims over Hindus it was 

proposed by one Maulana Akbar Shah Khan of Najibabad in all seriousness, 

that the Hindus and Muslims should fight, under test conditions, fourth battle 

on the same fateful plain of Panipat. The Maulana accordingly issued 79  a 

challenge to Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya in the following terms : 



" If you Malaviyaji, are milking efforts to falsify the result at Panipat, I shall 

show you an easy and an excellent way (of testing it). Use your well-known 

influence and induce the British Government to permit the fourth battle of 

Panipat to be fought without hindrance from the authorities. I am ready to 

provide. . . . . a comparative test of the valour and fighting spirit of the 

Hindus and the Musalmans.... .As there are seven crores of Musalmans in 

India, I shall arrive on a fixed date on the plain of Panipat with 700 

Musalmans representing the seven crores of Muslims in India and as there 

are 22 crores of Hindus I allow you to come with 2,200 Hindus. The proper 

thing is not to use cannon, machine guns or bombs : only swords and 

javelins and spears, bows and arrows and daggers should be used. If you 

cannot accept the post of generalissimo of the Hindu host, you may give it 

to any descendant of Sadashivrao 80  or Vishwasrao  so that their scions 

may have an opportunity to avenge the defeat of their ancestors in 1761. 

But any way do come as a spectator ; for on seeing the result of this battle 

you will have to change your views, and I hope there will be then an end of 

the present discord and fighting in the country. . . . . In conclusion I beg to 

add that among the 700 men that I shall bring there will be no Pathans or 

Afghans as you are mortally afraid of them. So I shall bring with me only 

Indian Musalmans of good family who are staunch adherents of Shariat. " 

IV 
Such are the religious beliefs, social attitudes and ultimate destinies of the 

Hindus and Muslims and their communal and political manifestations. These 

religious beliefs, social attitudes and views regarding ultimate destinies 

constitute the motive force which determines the lines of their action, whether 

they will be cooperative or conflicting. Past experience shows that they are 

too irreconcilable and too incompatible to permit Bindus and Muslims ever 

forming one single nation or even two harmonious parts of one whole. These 

differences have the sure effect not only of keeping them asunder but also of 

keeping them at war. The differences are permanent and the Hindu-Muslim 

problem bids fair to be eternal. To attempt to solve it on the footing that 

Hindus and Muslims are one or if they are not one now they will be one 

hereafter is bound to be a barren occupation—as barren as it proved to be in 

the case of Czechoslovakia. On the contrary, time has come when certain 

facts must be admitted as beyond dispute, however unpleasant such 

admission may be. 

In the first place, it should be admitted that every possible attempt to bring 

about union between Hindus and Muslims has been made and that all of 

them have failed. 



The history of these attempts may be said to begin with the year 1909. The 

demands of the Muslim deputation, if they were granted by the British, were 

assented to by the Hindus, prominent amongst whom was Mr. Gokhale. He 

has been blamed by many Hindus for giving his consent to the principle of 

separate electorates. His critics forget that withholding consent would not 

have been a part of wisdom. For, as has been well said by Mr. Mahomed Ali 

:— 

" . ... paradoxical as it may seem, the creation of separate electorates was 

hastening the advent of Hindu-Muslim unity. For the first time a real franchise, 

however restricted, was being offered to Indians, and if Hindus and 

Musalmans remained just as divided as they had hitherto been since the 

commencement of the British rule, and often hostile to one another, mixed 

electorates would have provided the best battle-ground for inter-communal 

strifes, and would have still further widened the gulf separating the two 

communities. Each candidate for election would have appealed to his own 

community for voles and would have based his claims for preference on the 

intensity of his ill-will towards the rival community, however, disguised this 

may have been under some such formula as ' the defence of his community's 

interest '. Bad as this would have been, the results of an election in which the 

two communities were not equally matched would have been even worse, for 

the community that failed to get its representative elected would have 

inevitably borne a yet deeper grudge against its successful rival. Divided as 

the two communities were, there was no chance for any political principles 

coming into prominence during the elections. The creation of separate 

electorates did a great deal to stop this inter-communal warfare, though I am 

far from oblivious of the fact that when inter-communal jealousies are acute 

the men that are more likely to be returned even from communal electorates 

are just those who are noted for the ill-will towards the rival community. " 

But the concession in favour of separate electorates made by the Hindus in 

1909 did not result in Hindu-Muslim unity. Then came the Lucknow Pact in 

1916. Under it the Hindus gave satisfaction to the Muslims on every count. 

Yet, it did not produce any accord between the two. Six years later, another 

attempt was made to bring about Hindu-Muslim unity. The All-India Muslim 

League at its annual session held at Lucknow in March 1923 passed a 

resolution 81  urging the establishment of a national pact to ensure unity and 

harmony among the various communities and sects in India and appointed a 

committee to collaborate with committees to be appointed by other 

organizations. The Indian National Congress in its special session held in 

September 1923 at Delhi under the presidentship of Maulana Abul Kalam 

Azad passed a resolution reciprocating the sentiments expressed by the 



League. The Congress resolved to appoint two committees (1) to revise the 

constitution and (2) to prepare a draft of a national pact. The report 82  of the 

committee on the Indian National Pact was signed by Dr. Ansari and Lala 

Lajpat Rai and was presented at the session of the Congress held at 

Coconada in 1923. Side by side with the making of the terms of the Indian 

National Pact there was forged the Bengal Pact 83  by the Bengal Provincial 

Congress Committee with the Bengal Muslims under the inspiration of Mr. C. 

R. Das. Both the Indian National Pact and the Bengal Pact came up for 

discussion 84  in the Subjects Committee of the Congress. The Bengal Pact 

was rejected by 678 votes against 458. With regard to the National Pact, the 

Congress resolved 85  that the Committee do call for further opinions on the 

draft of the Pact prepared by them and submit their report by 31st March 

1924 to the A. 1. C. C. for its consideration. The Committee, however, did not 

proceed any further in the matter. This was because the feeling among the 

Hindus against the Bengal Pact was so strong that according to Lala Lajpat 

Rai 86  it was not considered opportune to proceed with the Committee's 

labours. Moreover, Mr. Gandhi was then released from jail and it was thought 

that he would take up the question. Dr. Ansari, therefore, contented himself 

with handing over to the A. 1. C. C. the material he had collected. 

Mr. Gandhi took up the threads as soon as he came out of the gaol. In 

November 1924 informal discussions were held in Bombay. As a result of 

these discussions, an All-Parties Conference was constituted and a 

committee was appointed to deal with the question of bringing about unity. 

The Conference was truly an All-Parties Conference inasmuch as the 

representatives were drawn from the Congress, the Hindu Maha Sabha, the 

Justice Party, Liberal Federation, Indian Christians, Muslim League, etc. On 

the 23rd January 1925, a meeting of the committee 87  appointed by the All-

Parties Conference was held in Delhi at the Western Hotel. Mr. Gandhi 

presided. On the 24th January the committee appointed a representative sub-

committee consisting of 40 members (a) to frame such recommendations as 

would enable all parties to join the Congress, (b) to frame a scheme for the 

representation of all communities, races and sub-divisions on the legislative 

and other elective bodies under Swaraj and recommended the best method of 

securing a just and proper representation of the communities in the services 

without detriment to efficiency, and (c) to frame a scheme of Swaraj that will 

meet the present needs of the country. The committee was instructed to 

report on or before the 15th February. In the interest of expediting the work 

some members formed themselves into a smaller committee for drawing up a 

scheme of Swaraj leaving the work of framing the scheme of communal 

representation to the main committee. 



The Swaraj sub-committee under the chairmanship of Mrs. Besant 

succeeded in framing its report on the constitution and submitted the same to 

the general committee of the All-Parties Conference. But the sub-committee 

appointed to frame a scheme of communal representation met at Delhi on the 

1st March and adjourned sine die without coming to any conclusion. This was 

due to the fact that Lala Lajpat Rai and other representatives of the  Hindus  

would not  attend the meeting of the subcommittee. Mr. Gandhi and Pandit 

Motilal Nehru issued the following statement 88:— 

" Lala Lajpat Rai had asked for a postponement by reason of the inability 

of Messrs. Jayakar, Srinivas lyengar and Jai Ram Das to attend. We were 

unable to postpone the meeting on our own responsibility. We, therefore, 

informed Lala Lajpat Rai that the question of postponement be placed 

before the meeting. This was consequently done but apart from the absence 

of Lala Lajpat Rai and of the gentlemen named by him the attendance was 

otherwise also too meagre for coming to any decision. In our opinion there 

was moreover no material for coming to any definite conclusions nor is there 

likelihood of any being reached in the near future. . . . . . ." 

There is no doubt that this statement truly summed up the state of mind of 

the parties concerned. The late Lala Lajpat Rai, the spokesman of the Hindus 

on the committee, had already said in an article in the Leader of Allahabad 

that there was no immediate hurry for a fresh pact and that he declined to 

accept the view that a Hindu majority in some provinces and a Muslim 

majority in others was the only way to Hindu-Muslim unity. 

The question of Hindu-Muslim unity was again taken up in 1927. This 

attempt was made just prior to the Simon Commission inquiry, in the hope 

that it would be successful as the attempt made prior to the Montagu-

Chelmsford inquiry in 1916 and which had fructified in the Lucknow Pact. As a 

preliminary, a conference of leading Muslims was held in Delhi on the 20th 

March 1927 at which certain proposals 89  for safeguarding the interest of the 

Muslims were considered. These proposals, which were known as the Delhi 

proposals, were considered by the Congress at its session held in Madras in 

December 1927. At the same time, the Congress, passed a resolution 90  

 authorizing its Working Committee to confer with similar committees to be 

appointed by other organizations to draft a Swaraj constitution for India. The 

Liberal Federation and the Muslim League passed similar resolutions 

appointing their representatives to join in the deliberations. Other 

organizations were also invited by the Congress Working Committee to send 

their spokesmen. The All-Parties Conference, 91 as the committee came to be 

called, met on 12th February 1928 and appointed a sub-committee to frame a 

constitution. The committee prepared a report with a draft of the 



constitution—which is known as the Nehru Report. The report was placed 

before the All-Parties Convention which met under the presidentship of Dr. 

Ansari on 22nd December 1928 at Calcutta just prior to the Congress 

session. On the 1st January 1929 the Convention adjourned sine die without 

coming to. any agreement, on any question, not even on the communal 

question. 

This is rather surprising because the points of difference between the 

Muslim proposals and the proposals made in the Nehru Committee report 

were not substantial. This is quite obvious from the speech 92  of Mr. Jinnah in 

the All-Parties Convention in support of his amendments. Mr. Jinnah wanted 

four amendments to be made in the report of the Nehru Committee. Speaking 

on his first amendment relating to the Muslim demand for 33 1/3 per cent. 

representation in the Central Legislature, Mr. Jinnah said :— 

" The Nehru Report has stated that according to the scheme which they 

propose the Muslims are likely to get one-third in the Central Legislature 

and perhaps more, and it is argued that the Punjab and Bengal will get 

much more than their population proportion. What we feel is this. If one-third 

is going to be obtained by Muslims, then the method which you have 

adopted is not quite fair to the provinces where the Muslims are in a minority 

because the Punjab and Bengal will obtain more than their population basis 

in the Central Legislature. You are going to give to the rich more and 

keeping the poor according to population. It may be sound reasoning but it 

is not wisdom. . .... 

" Therefore, if the Muslims are, as the Nehru Report suggest, to get one-

third, or more, they cannot give the Punjab or Bengal more, but let six or 

seven extra seats be distributed among provinces which are already in a 

very small minority, such as, Madras and Bombay, because, remember, if 

Sind is separated, the Bombay Province will be reduced to something like 8 

per cent. There are other provinces where we have small minorities. This is 

the reason why we say, fix one-third and let it be distributed among Muslims 

according to our own adjustment. " 

His second amendment related to the reservation of seats on population 

basis in the Punjab and in the Bengal, i.e., the claim to a statutory majority. 

On this Mr. Jinnah said :— 

" You remember that originally proposals emanated from certain Muslim 

leaders in March 1927 known as the ' Delhi Proposals. ' They were dealt 

with by the A. I. C. C. in Bombay and at the Madras Congress and the 

Muslim League in Calcutta last year substantially endorsed at least this part 

of the proposal. I am not going into the detailed arguments. It really reduces 

itself into one proposition, that the voting strength of Mahomedans in the 



Punjab and Bengal, although they are in a majority, is not in proportion to 

their population. That was one of the reasons. The Nehru Report has now 

found a substitute and they say that if adult franchise is established then 

there is no need for reservation, but in the event of its not being established 

we want to have no doubt that in that case there should be reservation for 

Muslims in the Punjab and Bengal, according to their population, but they 

shall not be entitled to additional seals. " 

His third amendment was in regard to residuary powers which the Nehru 

Committee had vested in the Central Government. In moving his amendment 

that they should be lodged in the Provincial Government Mr. Jinnah pleaded 

:— 

" Gentlemen, this is purely a constitutional question and has nothing to do 

with the communal aspect. We strongly hold—I know Hindus will say 

Muslims are carried away by communal consideration—we strongly hold the 

view that, if you examine this question carefully, we submit that the 

residuary powers should rest with the province. " 

His fourth amendment was concerned with the separation of Sind. The 

Nehru Committee had agreed to the separation of Sind but had subjected it to 

one proviso, namely, that the separation should come " only on the 

establishment of the system of government outlined in the report ". Mr. Jinnah 

in moving for the deletion of the proviso said :— 

" We feel this difficulty.. . . .Suppose the Government choose, within the 

next six months, or a year or two years, to separate Sind before the 

establishment of a government under this constitution, are the Mahomedans 

to say, ' we do not want it '. . . . .So long as this clause stands its meaning is 

that Mahomedans should oppose its separation until simultaneously a 

government is established under this constitution. We say delete these 

words and I am supporting my argument by the fact that you do not make 

such a remark about the N.-W. F. Province. ... .. .The Committee says it 

cannot accept it as the resolution records an agreement arrived at by parties 

who signed at Lucknow. With the utmost deference to the members of the 

Committee I venture to say that that is not valid ground. ........ Are we bound, 

in this Convention, bound because a particular resolution was passed by an 

agreement between certain persons ? " 

These amendments show that the gulf between the Hindus and Muslims 

was not in any way a wide one. Yet there was no desire to bridge the same. It 

was left to the British Government to do what the Hindus and the Muslims 

failed to do and it did it by the Communal Award. 

The Poona Pact between the Hindus and the Depressed Classes gave 

another spurt to the efforts to bring about unity. 93  During the months of 



November and December 1932 Muslims and Hindus did their best to come to 

some agreement. Muslims met in their All-Parties Conferences, Hindus, 

Muslims and Sikhs met in Unity Conferences. Proposals and counter-

proposals were made but nothing came out of these negotiations to replace 

the Award by a Pact and they were in the end abandoned after the 

Committee had held 23 sittings. 

Just as attempts were made to bring about unity on political questions, 

attempts were also made to bring about unity on social and religious 

questions such as :— 

(1) Cow slaughter, (2) music before the Mosques and (3) conversions over 

which differences existed. The first attempt in this direction was made in 1923 

when the Indian National Pact was proposed. It failed. Mr. Gandhi was then in 

gaol. Mr. Gandhi was released from gaol on the 5th February 1924. Stunned 

by the destruction of his work for Hindu-Muslim unity, Mr. Gandhi decided to 

go on a twenty-one days' fast, holding himself morally responsible for the 

murderous riots that had taken place between Hindus and Muslims. 

Advantage was taken of the fast to gather leading Indians of all communities 

at a Unity Conference 94  which was attended also by the Metropolitan of 

Calcutta. The Conference held prolonged sittings from September 26th to 

October 2nd, 1924. The members of the Conference pledged themselves to 

use their utmost endeavours to enforce the principles of freedom of 

conscience and religion and condemn any deviation from them even under 

provocation. A Central National Panchayat was appointed with Mr. Gandhi as 

the chairman. The Conference laid down certain fundamental rights relating to 

liberty of holding and expressing religious beliefs and following religious 

practices, sacredness of places of worship, cow slaughter, and music be fore 

mosques, with a statement of the limitations they must be subject to. This 

Unity Conference did not produce peace between the two communities. It 

only produced a lull in the rioting which had become the order of the day. 

Between 1925 and 1926, rioting was renewed with an intensity and malignity 

unknown before. Shocked by this rioting, Lord Irwin, the then Viceroy of India, 

in his address to the Central Legislature on 29th August 1927 made an 

appeal to the two communities to stop the rioting and establish amity. Lord 

Irwin's exhortation to establish amity was followed by another Unity 

Conference which was known as the Simla Unity Conference. 95  This Unity 

Conference met on the 30th August 1927 and issued an appeal beseeching 

both the communities to support the leaders in their efforts to arrive at a 

satisfactory settlement. The Conference appointed a Unity Committee which 

sat in Simla from 16th to 22nd September under the chairmanship of Mr. 

Jinnah. No conclusions were reached on any of the principal points involved 



in the cow and music questions and others pending before the Committee 

were not even touched. Some members felt that the Committee might break 

up. The Hindu members pressed that the Committee should meet again on 

some future convenient date. The Muslim members of the Committee were 

first divided in their opinion, but at last agreed to break up the Committee and 

the President was requested to summon a meeting if he received a requisition 

within six weeks from eleven specified members. Such a requisition never 

came and the Committee never met again. 

The Simla Conference having failed, Mr. Srinivas Iyengar, the then 

President of the Congress, called a special conference of Hindus and 

Muslims which sat in Calcutta on the 27th and 28th October 1927. It came to 

be known as the Calcutta Unity Conference. 96  The Conference passed 

certain resolutions on the three burning questions. But the resolution had no 

support behind them as neither the Hindu Maha Sabha nor the Muslim 

League was represented at the Conference. 

At one time it was possible to say that Hindu-Muslim unity was an ideal 

which not only must be realized but could be realized and leaders were 

blamed for not making sufficient efforts for its realization. Such was the view 

expressed in 1911 even by Maulana Mahomed Ali who had not then made 

any particular  efforts to achieve Hindu-Muslim unity. Writing in the Comrade 

of 14th January 1911 Mr. Mahomed Ali said 97: 

" We have no faith in the cry that India is united. If India was united where 

was the need of dragging the venerable President of this year's Congress 

from a distant home ? The bare imagination of a feast will not dull the edge of 

hunger. We have less faith still in the sanctimoniousness that transmutes in 

its subtle alchemy a rapacious monopoly into fervent patriotism. . . . .the 

person we love best, fear the most, and trust the least is the impatient idealist. 

Goethe said of Byron that he was a prodigious poet, but that when he 

reflected he was a child. Well, we think no better and no worse of the man 

who combines great ideals and a greater impatience. So many efforts, well 

meaning as well as ill-begotten, have failed in bringing unity to this distracted 

land, that we cannot spare even cheap and scentless flowers of sentiment for 

the grave of another ill-judged endeavour. We shall not make the mistake of 

gumming together pieces of broken glass, and then cry over the unsuccessful 

result, or blame the refractory material. In other words, we shall endeavour to 

face the situation boldly, and respect facts, howsoever ugly and ill-favoured. It 

is poor statesmanship to slur over inconvenient realities, and not the least 

important success in achieving unity is the honest and frank recognition of the 

deep-seated prejudices that hinder it and the yawning differences that divide. 

" 



Looking back on the history of these 30 years, one can well ask whether 

Hindu-Muslim unity has been realized ? Whether efforts have not been made 

for its realization ? And whether any efforts remain to be made ? The history 

of the last 30 years shows that Hindu-Muslim unity has not been realized. On 

the contrary, there now exists the greatest disunity between them: that 

efforts—sincere and persistent—have been made to achieve it and that 

nothing now remains to be done to achieve it except surrender by one party 

to the other. If anyone, who is not in the habit of cultivating optimism where 

there is no justification for it, said that the pursuit of Hindu-Muslim unity is like 

a mirage and that the idea must now be given up, no one can have the 

courage to call him a pessimist or an impatient idealist. It is for the Hindus to 

say whether they will engage themselves in this vain pursuit in spite of the 

tragic end of all their past endeavours or give up the pursuit of unity and try 

for a settlement on another basis.  

In the second place, it must be admitted that the Muslim point of view has 

undergone a complete revolution. How complete the revolution is can be seen 

by reference to the past pronouncements of some of those who insist on the 

two-nation theory and believe that Pakistan is the only solution of the Hindu-

Muslim problem. Among these Mr. Jinnah, of course, must be accepted as 

the foremost. The revolution in his views on the Hindu-Muslim question is 

striking, if not staggering. To realize the nature, character and vastness of this 

revolution it is necessary to know his pronouncements in the past relating to 

the subject so that they may be compared with those he is making now. 

A study of his past pronouncement may well begin with the year 1906 when 

the leaders of the Muslim community waited upon Lord Minto and demanded 

separate electorates for the Muslim community. It is to be noted that Mr. 

Jinnah was not a member of the deputation.  Whether he was not invited to 

join the deputation or whether he was invited to join and declined is not 

known. But the fact remains that he did not lend his support to the Muslim 

claim to separate representation when it was put forth in 1906. 

In 1918 Mr. Jinnah resigned his membership of the Imperial Legislative 

Council as a protest against the Rowlatt Bill. 98  In  tendering his resignation 

Mr. Jinnah said : 

" I feel that under the prevailing conditions, I can be of no use to my people 

in the Council, nor consistently with one's self-respect is cooperation possible 

with a Government that shows such utter disregard for the opinion of the 

representatives of the people at the Council Chamber and the feelings and 

the sentiments of the people outside. " In 1919 Mr. Jinnah gave evidence 

before the Joint Select Committee appointed by Parliament on the 

Government of India Reform Bill, then on the anvil.  The following views were 



expressed by him in answer to questions put by members of the Committee 

on the Hindu-Muslim question. 

EXAMINED BY MAJOR ORMSBY-GORE. 

Q. 3806.—You appear on behalf of the Moslem League— that is, on 

behalf of the only widely extended Mohammedan organisation in India ?—

Yes. 

Q. 3807.—I was very much struck by the fact that neither in your answers to 

the questions nor in your opening speech this morning did you make any 

reference to the special interest of the Mohammedans in India: is that 

because you did not wish to say anything ?—No, but because I take it the 

Southborough Committee have accepted that, and I left it to the members of 

the Committee to put any questions they wanted to. I took a very prominent 

part in the settlement of Lucknow. I was representing the Musalmans on that 

occasion. 

Q. 3809.—On behalf of the All-India Moslem League, you ask this 

Committee to reject the proposal of the Government of India ?—I am 

authorised to say that—to ask you to reject the proposal of the Government of 

India with regard to Bengal [i.e., to give the Bengal Muslims more 

representation than was given them by the Lucknow Pact]. 

Q. 3810.—You said you spoke from the point of view of India. You speak 

really as an Indian Nationalist ?—1 do. 

Q. 3811.—Holding that view, do you contemplate the early disappearance 

of separate communal representation of the Mohammedan community ?—I 

think so. 

Q. 3812.—That is to say, at the earliest possible moment you wish to do 

away in political life with any distinction between Mohammedans and Hindus 

?—Yes.  Nothing will please me more than when that day comes. 

Q. 3813—You do not think it is true to say that the Mohammedans of India 

have many special political interests not merely in India but outside India, 

which they are always particularly anxious to press as a distinct 

Mohammedan community? —There are two things. In India the 

Mohammedans have very few things really which you can call matters of 

special interest for them—I mean secular things. 

Q. 3814.—I am only referring to them, of course ?—And therefore that is 

why I really hope and expect that the day is not very far distant when these 

separate electorates will disappear. 

Q. 3815.—It is true, at the same time, that the Mohammedans in India take 

a special interest in the foreign policy of the Government of India ?—They do 

; a very,—No, because what you propose to do is to frame very keen interest 



and the large majority of them hold very strong sentiments and very strong 

views. 

Q. 3816.—Is that one of the reasons why you, speaking on behalf of the 

Mohammedan community, are so anxious to get the Government of India 

more responsible to an electorate ?—No. 

Q. 3817.—Do you think it is possible, consistently with remaining in the 

British Empire, for India to have one foreign policy and for His Majesty, as 

advised by his Ministers in London, to have another ?—Let me make it clear. 

It is not a question of foreign policy at all. What the Moselms of India feel is 

that it is a very difficult position for them. Spiritually, the Sultan or the Khalif is 

their head. 

Q. 3818.—Of one community ?—Of the Sunni sect, but that is the largest; it 

is in an overwhelming majority all over India. The Khalif is the only rightful 

custodian of the Holy Places according to our view, and nobody else has a 

right. What the Moslems feel very keenly is this, that the Holy Places should 

not be severed from the Ottoman Empire— that they should remain with the 

Ottoman Empire under the Sultan. 

Q. 3819.—I do not want to get away from the Reform Bill on to foreign 

policy.—1 say it has nothing to do with foreign policy. Your point is whether in 

India the Muslims will adopt a certain attitude with regard to foreign policy in 

matters concerning Moslems all over the world. 

Q. 3820.—My point is, are they seeking for some control over the Central 

Government in order to impress their views on foreign policy on the 

Government of India ?—No. 

EXAMINED BY MR. BENNETT 

Q. 3853.—...........Would it not be an advantage in the case of an occurrence 

of that kind [i.e., a communal riot] if the maintenance of law and order were 

left with the executive side of the Government ?—1 do not think so, if you ask 

me, but I do not want to go into unpleasant matters, as you say. 

Q. 3854.—It is with no desire to bring up old troubles that I ask the question 

; I would like to forget them ?—If you ask me, very often these riots are based 

on some misunderstanding, and it is because the police have taken one side 

or the other, and that has enraged one side or the other. I know very well that 

in the Indian States you hardly ever hear of any Hindu-Mohammedan riots, 

and I do not mind telling the Committee, without mentioning the name, that I 

happened to ask one of the ruling Princes, " How do you account for this ? " 

and he told me, " As soon as there is some trouble we have invariably traced 

it to the police, through the police taking one side or the other, and the only 

remedy we have found is that as soon as we come to know we move that 



police officer from that place, and there is an end of it. " 

Q. 3855.—That is useful piece of information, but the fact remains that 

these riots have been inter-racial, Hindu on the one side and Mohammedan 

on the other. Would it be an advantage at a time like that the Minister, the 

representative of one community or the other, should be in charge of the 

maintenance of law and order ?—Certainly. 

Q. 3856.—It would ?—If I thought otherwise I should be casting a reflection 

on myself. If I was the Minister, I would make bold to say that nothing would 

weigh with me except justice, and what is right. Q. 3857.—I can understand 

that you would do more than justice to the other side; but even then, there is 

what might be called the subjective side. It is not only that there is impartiality, 

but there is the view which may be entertained by the public, who may 

harbour some feeling of suspicion ?—With regard to one section or the other, 

you mean they would feel that an injustice was done to them, or that justice 

would not be done ? 

Q. 3858.—Yes; that is quite apart from the objective part of it ?—My answer 

is this: That these difficulties are fast disappearing. Even recently, in the 

whole district of Thana, Bombay, every officer was an Indian officer from top 

to bottom, and I do not think there was a single Mohammedan—they were all 

Hindus—and I never heard any complaint Recently that has been so. I quite 

agree with you that ten years ago there was that feeling what you are now 

suggesting to me, but it is fast disappearing. 

EXAMINED BY LORD ISLINGTON 

Q. 3892.—. ...... You said just now about the communal representation, I 

think in answer to Major Ormsby-Gore, that you hope in a very few years you 

would be able to extinguish communal representation, which was at present 

proposed to be established and is established in order that Mahommedans 

may have their representation with Hindus. You said you desired to see that. 

How soon do you think that happy state of affairs is likely to be realized ?—1 

can only give you certain facts : I cannot say anything more than that: I can 

give you this which will give you some idea: that in 1913, at the All-India 

Moslem League sessions at Agra, we put this matter to the lest whether 

separate electorates should be insisted upon or not by the Mussalmans, and 

we got a division, and that division is based upon Provinces ; only a certain 

number of votes represent each Province, and the division came to 40 in 

favour of doing away with the separate electorate, and 80 odd—1 do not 

remember the exact number—were for keeping the separate electorate. That 

was in 1913. Since then I have had many opportunities of discussing this 

matter with various Mussulman leaders ; and they are changing their angle of 

vision with regard to this matter. I cannot give you the period, but I think it 



cannot last very long. Perhaps the next inquiry may hear something about it. 

Q. 3893.—You think at the next inquiry the Mahommedans will ask to be 

absorbed into the whole ?—Yes, I think the next inquiry will probably hear 

something about it. 

Although Mr. Jinnah appeared as a witness on behalf of the Muslim League, 

he did not allow his membership of the League to come in the way of his 

loyalty to other political organizations in the country. Besides being a member 

of the Muslim League, Mr. Jinnah was a member of the Home Rule League 

and also of the Congress. As he said in his evidence before the Joint 

Parliamentary Committee, he was a member of all three bodies although he 

openly disagreed with the Congress, with the Muslim League and that there 

were some views which the Home Rule League held which he did not share. 

That he was an independent but a nationalist ,is shown by his relationship 

with the Khilafatist Musalmans. In 1920 the Musalmans organized the Khilafat 

Conference. It became so powerful an organization that the Muslim League 

went under and lived in a state of suspended animation till 1924. During these 

years no Muslim leader could speak to the Muslim masses from a Muslim 

platform unless he was a member of the Khilafat Conference. That was the 

only platform for Muslims to meet Muslims. Even then Mr. Jinnah refused to 

join the Khilafat Conference. This was no doubt due to the fact that then he 

was only a statutory Musalman with none of the religious fire of the orthodox 

which he now says is burning within him. But the real reason why he did not 

join the Khilafat was because he was opposed to the Indian Musalmans 

engaging themselves in extra-territorial affairs relating to Muslims outside 

India. 

After the Congress accepted non-co-operation, civil disobedience and 

boycott of Councils, Mr. Jinnah left the Congress. He became its critic but 

never accused it of being a Hindu body.    He protested when such a 

statement was attributed to him by his opponents. There is a letter by Mr. 

Jinnah to the Editor of the Times of India written about the time which puts in 

a strange contrast the present opinion of Mr. Jinnah about the Congress and 

his opinion in the past. The letter 99  reads as follows :—. 

" To the Editor of " The Times of India " 

Sir,—1 wish again to correct the statement which is attributed to me and to 

which you have given currency more than once and now again repeated by 

your correspondent ' Banker 'in the second column of your issue of the 1st 

October that I denounced the Congress as ' a Hindu Institution '. I publicly 

corrected this misleading report of my speech in your columns soon after it 

appeared ;.but it did not find a place in the columns of your paper and so 

may I now request you to publish this and oblige. " 



After the Khilafat storm had blown over and the Muslims had shown a desire 

to return to the internal politics of India, the Muslim League was resuscitated. 

The session of the League held in Bombay on 30th December 1924 under the 

presidentship of Mr. Raza Ali was a lively one. Both Mr. Jinnah and Mr. 

Mahomed Ali took part in it. 100  

In this session of the League, a resolution was moved which affirmed the 

desirability of representatives of the various Muslim associations of India 

representing different shades of political thought meeting in a conference at 

an early date at Delhi or at some other central place with a view to develop " a 

united and sound practical activity " to supply the needs of the Muslim 

community. Mr. Jinnah in explaining the resolution said  101:— 

" The object was to organize the Muslim community, not with a view to 

quarrel with the Hindu community, but with a view to unite and cooperate with 

it for their motherland. He was sure once they had organized themselves they 

would join hands with the Hindu Maha Sabha and declare to the world that 

Hindus and Mahomedans are brothers. " 

The League also passed another resolution in the same session for 

appointing a committee of 33 prominent Musalmans to formulate the political 

demands of the Muslim community. The resolution was moved by Mr. Jinnah. 

In moving the resolution, Mr. Jinnah 102  :— 

"Repudiated the charge that he was standing on the platform of the League 

as a communalist. He assured them that he was, as ever, a nationalist. 

Personally he had no hesitation. He wanted the best and the fittest men to 

represent them in the Legislatures of the land (Hear, Hear and Applause). But 

unfortunately his Muslim compatriots were not prepared to go as far as he. He  

could   not be blind to the situation. The fact was that there was a large 

number of Muslims who wanted representation separately in Legislatures and 

in the country's Services. They were talking of communal unity, but where 

was unity ? It had to be achieved by arriving at some  suitable settlement. He 

knew he said amidst deafening cheers, that his fellow-religionists were ready 

and prepared to fight for Swaraj, but wanted some safeguards. Whatever his 

view, and they knew that as a practical politician he had to take stock of the 

situation, the real block to unity was not the communities themselves, but a 

few mischief makers on both sides. " 

And he did not thus hesitate to arraign mischief makers in the sternest 

possible language that could only emanate from an earnest nationalist. In his 

capacity as the President of the session of the League held in Lahore on 24th 

May 1924 he said 103 :— 

" If we wish to be free people, let us unite, but if we wish to continue slaves 

of Bureaucracy, let us fight among ourselves and gratify petty vanity over 



petty matters. Englishmen being our arbiters. " 

In the two All-Parties Conferences, one held in 1925 and the other in 1928, 

Mr. Jinnah was prepared to settle the Hindu-Muslim question on the basis of 

joint electorates. In 1927 he openly said 104   from the League platform :— 

" I am not wedded to separate electorates, although I must say that the 

overwhelming majority of the Musalmans firmly and honestly believe that it 

is the only method by which they can be sure. " 

In 1928, Mr. Jinnah joined the Congress in the boycott of the Simon 

Commission. He did so even though the Hindus and Muslims had failed to 

come to a settlement and he did so at the cost of splitting the League into 

two. 

Even when the ship of the Round Table Conference was about to break on 

the communal rock, Mr. Jinnah resented being named as a communalist who 

was responsible for the result and said that he preferred an agreed solution of 

the communal problem to the arbitration of the British Government. 

Addressing the U. P. Muslim Conference held at Allahabad on 8th August  105  

1931 Mr. Jinnah said :— 

" The first thing that I wish to tell you is that it is now absolutely essential 

and vital that Muslims should stand united. For Heaven's sake close all your 

ranks and files and slop this internecine war. I urged this most vehemently 

and I pleaded to the best of my ability before Dr. Ansari, Mr. T. A. K. 

Sherwani, Maulana Abul Kalam Azad and Dr. Syed Mahmud. I hope that 

before I leave the shores of India I shall hear the good news that whatever 

may be our differences ; whatever may be our convictions between 

ourselves, this is not the moment to quarrel between ourselves. 

" Another thing I want to tell you is this. There is a certain section of the 

press, there is a certain section of the Hindus, who constantly misrepresent 

me in various ways. I was only reading the speech of Mr. Gandhi this 

morning and Mr. Gandhi said that he loves Hindus and Muslims alike. I 

again say standing here on this platform that although I may not put forward 

that claim but I do put forward this honestly and sincerely that I want fair 

play between the two communities. " 

Continuing further Mr. Jinnah said: "As to the most important question, 

which to my mind is the question of Hindu-Muslim settlement—all I can say 

to you is that I honestly believe that the Hindus should concede to the 

Muslims a majority in the Punjab and Bengal and if that is conceded, I think 

a settlement can be arrived at in a very short time. 

"The next question that arises is one of separate vs. joint electorates. As 

most of you know, if a majority is conceded in the Punjab and Bengal, I 

would personally prefer a settlement on the basis of joint electorate. 



(Applause.) But I also know that there is a large body of Muslims—and I 

believe a majority of Muslims—who are holding on to separate electorate. 

My position is that I would rather have a settlement even on the footing of 

separate electorate, hoping and trusting that when we work our new 

constitution and when both Hindus and Muslims get rid of distrust, suspicion 

and fears and when they gel their freedom we would rise to the occasion 

and probably separate electorate will go sooner than most of us think. 

" Therefore I am for a settlement and peace among the Muslims first; I am 

for a settlement and peace between the Hindus and Mahommedans. This is 

not a lime for argument, not a time for propaganda work and not a time for 

embittering feelings between the two communities, because the enemy is at 

the door of both of us and I say without hesitation that if the Hindu-Muslim 

question is not settled, I have no doubt that the British will have to arbitrate 

and that he who arbitrates will keep to himself the substance of power and 

authority. Therefore, I hope they will not vilify me. After all, Mr. Gandhi 

himself says that he is willing to give the Muslims whatever they want, and 

my only sin is that I say to the Hindus give to the Muslims only 14 points, 

which is much less than the ' blank cheque ' which Mr. Gandhi is willing to 

give. I do not want a blank cheque, why not concede the 14 points ? When 

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru says: 'Give us a blank cheque ' when Mr. Patel 

says : ' Give us a blank cheque and we will sign it with a Swadeshi pen on a 

Swadeshi paper ' they are not communalists and I am a communalist ! I say 

to Hindus not to misrepresent everybody. I hope and trust that we shall be 

yet in a position to settle the question which will bring peace and happiness 

to the millions in our country. 

" One thing more I want to tell you and I have done. During the lime of the 

Round Table Conference,—it is now an open book and anybody who cares 

to read it can learn for himself—I observed the one and the only principle 

and it was that when I left the shores of Bombay I said to the people that I 

would hold the interests of India sacred, and believe me—if you care to read 

the proceedings of the Conference, I am not bragging because I have done 

my duly—that I have loyally and faithfully fulfilled my promise to the fullest 

extent and I venture to say that if the Congress or Mr. Gandhi can get 

anything more than I fought for, I would congratulate them. 

" Concluding Mr. Jinnah said that they must come to a settlement, they 

must become friends eventually and he, therefore, appealed to the Muslims 

to show moderation, wisdom and conciliation, if possible, in the deliberation 

that might take place and the resolution that might be passed at the 

Conference. " 

As an additional illustration of the transformation in Muslim ideology, I 



propose to record the opinions once held by Mr. Barkat Ali who is now a 

follower of Mr. Jinnah and a staunch supporter of Pakistan. 

When the Muslim League split-into two over the question of cooperation 

with the Simon Commission, one section led by Sir Mahommad Shafi 

favouring co-operation and another section led by Mr. Jinnah supporting the 

Congress plan of boycott, Mr. Barkat Ali belonged to the Jinnah section of the 

League. The two wings of the League held their annual sessions in 1928 at 

two different places. The Shafi wing met in Lahore and the Jinnah wing met in 

Calcutta. Mr. Barkat Ali, who was the Secretary of the Punjab Muslim League, 

attended the Calcutta session of the Jinnah wing of the League and moved 

the resolution relating to the communal settlement. The basis of the 

settlement was joint electorates. In moving the resolution Mr. Barkat Ali said 
106 :— 

" For the first time in the history of the League there was a change in its 

angle of vision. We are offering by this change a sincere hand of fellowship 

to those of our Hindu countrymen who have objected to the principle of 

separate electorates. " 

In 1928 there was formed a Nationalist Party under the leadership of Dr. 

Ansari. 107  The Nationalist Muslim Party was a step in advance of the Jinnah 

wing of the Muslim League and was prepared to accept the Nehru Report, as 

it was, without any amendments—not even those which Mr. Jinnah was 

insisting upon. Mr. Barkat Ali, who in 1927 was with the Jinnah wing of the 

League, left the same as not being nationalistic enough and joined the 

Nationalist Muslim Party of Dr. Ansari. How great a nationalist Mr. Barkat Ali 

then was can be seen by his trenchant and vehement attack on Sir 

Muhammad lqbal for his having put forth in his presidential address to the 

annual session of the All-India Muslim League held at Allahabad in 1930 a 

scheme 108  for the division of India which is now taken up by Mr. Jinnah and 

Mr. Barkat Ali and which goes by the name of Pakistan. In 1931 there was 

held in Lahore the Punjab Nationalist Muslim Conference and Mr. Barkat Ali 

was the Chairman of the Reception Committee. The views he then expressed 

on Pakistan are worth recalling 109  Reiterating and reaffirming the conviction 

and the political faith of his party, Malik Barkat Ali, Chairman of the Reception 

Committee of the Conference, said : 

" We believe, first and foremost in the full freedom and honour of India. 

India, the country of our birth and the place with which all our most valued 

and dearly cherished associations are knit, must claim its first place in our 

affection and in our desires. We refuse to be parties to that sinister type of 

propaganda which would try to appeal to ignorant sentiment by professing 

to be Muslim first and Indian afterwards. To us a slogan of this kind is not 



only bare, meaningless cant, but downright mischievous. We cannot 

conceive of Islam in its best and last interests as in any way inimical to or in 

conflict with the best and permanent interests of India. India and Islam in 

India are identical, and whatever is to the detriment of India must, from the 

nature of it, be detrimental to Islam whether economically, politically, socially 

or even morally. Those politicians, therefore, are a class of false prophets 

and at bottom the foes of Islam, who talk of any inherent conflict between 

Islam and the welfare of India. Further, howsoever much our sympathy with 

our Muslim brethren outside India, i.e., the Turks and the Egyptians or the 

Arabs,—and it is a sentiment which is at once noble and healthy,—we can 

never allow that sympathy to work to the detriment of the essential interests 

of India. Our sympathy, in fact, with those countries can only be valuable to 

them, if India as the source, nursery and fountain of that sympathy, is really 

great. And if ever the lime comes, God forbid, when any Muslim Power from 

across the Frontier chooses to enslave India and snatch away the liberties 

of its people, no amount of pan-lslamic feeling, whatever it may mean, can 

stand in the way of Muslim India fighting shoulder to shoulder with non-

Muslim India in defence of its liberties. 

" Let there be, therefore, no misgivings of any kind in that respect in any 

non-Muslim quarters. I am conscious that a certain class of narrow-minded 

Hindu politicians is constantly harping on the bogey of an Islamic danger to 

India from beyond the N.-W. Frontier passes but I desire to repeat that such 

statements and such fears are fundamentally wrong and unfounded. Muslim 

India shall as much defend India's liberties as non-Muslim India, even if the 

invader happens to be a follower of Islam. 

" Next, we not only believe in a free India but we also believe in a united 

India—not the India of the Muslim, not the India of the Hindu or of the Sikh, 

not the India of this community or of that community but the India of all. And 

as this is our abiding faith, we refuse to be parties to any division of the 

India of the future into a Hindu or a Muslim India. However much the 

conception of a Hindu and a Muslim India may appeal and send into 

frenzied ecstasies abnormally orthodox mentalities of their party, we offer 

our full throated opposition to it, not only because it is singularly unpractical 

and utterly obnoxious but because it not only sounds the death-knell of all 

that is noble and lasting in modern political activity in India, but is also 

contrary to and opposed to India's chief historical tradition. 

" India was one in the days of Asoka and Chandragupta and India 

remained one even when the sceptre and rod of Imperial sway passed from 

Hindu into Moghul or Muslim hands. And India shall remain one when we 

shall have attained the object of our desires and reached those uplands of 



freedom, where all the light illuminating us shall not be reflected glory but 

shall be light proceeding direct as it were from our very faces. 

" The conception of a divided India, which Sir Muhammad lqbal put 

forward recently in the course of his presidential utterance from the platform 

of the League at a time when that body had virtually become extinct and 

ceased to represent free Islam—I am glad to be able to say that Sir 

Muhammad lqbal has since recanted it—must not therefore delude anybody 

into thinking that it is Islam's conception of the India to be. Even if Dr. Sir 

Muhammad lqbal had not recanted it as something which could not be put 

forward by any sane person, I should have emphatically and unhesitatingly 

repudiated it as something foreign to the genius and the spirit of the rising 

generation of Islam, and I really deem it a proud duty to affirm today that not 

only must there be no division of India in to communal provinces but that 

both  Islam and Hinduism must run coterminously with the boundaries of 

India and must not be cribbed, cabined and confined within any shorter 

bounds. To the same category as Dr. lqbal's conception of a Muslim India 

and a Hindu India, belongs the sinister proposals of some Sikh 

communalists to partition and divide the Punjab. 

" With a creed so expansive, namely a free and united India with its people 

all enjoying in equal measure and without any kinds of distinctions and 

disabilities the protection of laws made by the chosen representatives of the 

people on the widest possible basis of a true democracy, namely, adult 

franchise, and through the medium of joint electorates—and an 

administration charged with the duty of an impartial execution of the laws, 

fully accountable for its actions, not to a distant or remote Parliament of 

foreigners but to the chosen representatives of the land,—you would not 

expect me to enter into the details and lay before you, all the colours of my 

picture. And I should have really liked to conclude my general observations 

on the aims and objects of the Nationalist Muslim Party here, were it not that 

the much discussed question of joint or separate electorates, has today 

assumed proportions where no public man can possibly ignore it. 

" Whatever may have been the value or utility of separate electorates at a 

time when an artificially manipulated high-propertied franchise had the effect 

of converting a majority of the people in the population of a province into a 

minority in the electoral roll, and when communal passions and feelings ran 

particularly high, universal distrust poisoning the whole atmosphere like a 

general and all-pervading miasma,—we feel that in the circumstances of 

today and in the India of the future, separate electorates should have no 

place whatever. " 

Such were the views Mr. Jinnah and Mr. Barkat Ali held on nationalism, on 



separate electorates and on Pakistan. How diametrically opposed are the 

views now held by them on these very problems ? 

So far I have laboured to point out things, the utter failure of the attempts 

made to bring about Hindu-Muslim unity and the emergence of a new 

ideology in the minds of the Muslim leaders. There is also a third thing which I 

must discuss in the present context for reasons arising both from its 

relevance as well as from its bearing on the point under consideration, 

namely whether the Muslim ideology has behind it a justification which 

political philosophers can accept. 

Many Hindus seem to hold that Pakistan has no justification. If we confine 

ourselves to the theory of Pakistan there can be no doubt that this is a greatly 

mistaken view. The philosophical justification for Pakistan rests upon the 

distinction between a community and a nation. In the first, place, it is 

recognized comparatively recently. Political philosophers for a long time were 

concerned, mainly, with the controversy summed up in the two questions, 

how far should the right of a mere majority to rule the minority be accepted as 

a rational basis for government and how far the legitimacy of a government 

be said to depend upon the consent of the governed. Even those who 

insisted, that the legitimacy of a government depended upon the consent of 

the governed, remained content with a victory for their proposition and did not 

cane to probe further into the matter. They did not feel the necessity for 

making any distinctions within the category of the " governed ". They evidently 

thought that it was a matter of no moment whether those who were included 

in the category of the governed formed a community or a nation. Force of 

circumstances has, however, compelled political philosophers to accept this 

distinction. In the second place, it is not a mere distinction without a 

difference. It is a distinction which is substantial and the difference is 

consequentially fundamental. That this distinction between a community and 

a nation is fundamental, is clear from the difference in the political rights 

which political philosophers are prepared to permit to a community and those 

they are prepared to allow to a nation against the Government established by 

law. To a community they are prepared to allow only the right of insurrection. 

But to a nation they are willing to concede the right of disruption. The 

distinction between the two is as obvious as it is fundamental.. A right of 

insurrection is restricted only to insisting on a change in the mode and 

manner of government. The right of disruption is greater than the right of 

insurrection arid extends to the secession of a group of the members of a 

State with a secession of the portion of the State's territory in its occupation. 

One wonders what must be the basis of this difference. Writers on political 

philosophy, who have discussed this subject, have given their reasons for the 



justification of a Community's right to insurrection 110  and of a nation's right to 

demand disruption. 111  The difference comes to this : a community has a right 

to safeguards, a nation has a right to demand separation. The difference is at 

once clear and crucial. But they have not given any reasons why the right of 

one is limited to insurrection and why that of the other extends to disruption. 

They have not even raised such a question. Nor are the reasons apparent on 

the face of them. But it is both interesting and instructive to know why this 

difference is made. To my mind the reason for this difference pertains to 

questions of ultimate destiny. A state either consists of a series of 

communities or it consists of a series of nations. In a state, which is 

composed of a series of communities, one community may be arrayed 

against another community and the two may be opposed to each other. But in 

the matter of their ultimate destiny they feel they are one. But in a state, which 

is composed of a series of nations, when one nation rises against the other, 

the conflict is one as to differences of ultimate destiny. This is the distinction 

between communities and nations and it is this distinction which explains the 

difference in their political rights. There is nothing new or original in this 

explanation. It is merely another way of staring why the community has one 

kind of right and the nation another of quite a different kind. A community has 

a right of insurrection because it is satisfied with it. All that it wants is a 

change in the mode and form of government. Its quarrel is not over any 

difference of ultimate destiny. A nation has to be accorded the right of 

disruption because it will not be satisfied with mere change in the form of 

government. Its quarrel is over the question of ultimate destiny. If it will not be 

satisfied unless the unnatural bond that binds them is dissolved, then 

prudence and even ethics demands that the bond shall be dissolved and they 

shall be freed each to pursue its own destiny. 

V 

While it is necessary to admit that the efforts at Hindu-Muslim unity have 

failed and that the Muslim ideology has undergone a complete revolution, it is 

equally necessary to know the precise causes which have produced these 

effects. The Hindus say that the British policy of divide and rule is the real 

cause of this failure and of this ideological revolution. There is nothing 

surprising in this. The Hindus having cultivated the Irish mentality to have no 

other politics except that of being always against the Government, are ready 

to blame the Government for everything including bad weather. But time has 

come to discard the facile explanation so dear to the Hindus. For it fails to 

take into account two very important circumstances. In the first place, it 

overlooks the fact that the policy of divide and rule, allowing that the British do 



resort to it, cannot succeed unless there are elements which make division 

possible, and further if the policy succeeds for such a long time, it means that 

the elements which divide are more or less permanent and irreconcilable and 

are not transitory or superficial. Secondly, it forgets that Mr. Jinnah, who 

represents this ideological transformation, can never be suspected of being a 

tool in the hands of the British even by the worst of his enemies. He may be 

too self-opinionated, an egotist without the mask and has perhaps a degree of 

arrogance which is not compensated by any extraordinary intellect or 

equipment. It may be on that account he is unable to reconcile himself to a 

second place and work with others in that capacity for a public cause. He may 

not be over-flowing with ideas although he is not, as his critics make him out 

to be, an empty-headed dandy living upon the ideas of others. It may be that 

his fame is built up more upon art and less on substance. At the same time, it 

is doubtful if there is a politician in India to whom the adjective incorruptible 

can be more fittingly applied. Anyone who knows what his relations with the 

British Government have been, will admit that he has always been their critic, 

if indeed, he has not been their adversary. No one can buy him. For it must 

be said to his credit that he has never been a soldier of fortune. The 

customary Hindu explanation fails to account for the ideological 

transformation of Mr. Jinnah. 

What is then the real explanation of these tragic phenomena, this failure of 

the efforts for unity, this transformation in the Muslim ideology ? 

The real explanation of this failure of Hindu-Muslim unity lies in the failure to 

realize that what stands between the Hindus and Muslims is not a mere 

matter of difference, and that this antagonism is not to be attributed to 

material causes. It is formed by causes which take their origin in historical, 

religious, cultural and social antipathy, of which political antipathy is only a 

reflection. These form one deep river of discontent which, being regularly fed 

by these sources, keeps on mounting to a head and overflowing its ordinary 

channels. Any current of water flowing from another source however pure, 

when it joins it, instead of altering the colour or diluting its strength becomes 

lost in the main stream. The silt of this antagonism which this current has 

deposited, has become permanent and deep. So long as this silt keeps on 

accumulating and so long as this antagonism lasts, it is unnatural to expect 

this antipathy between Hindus and Muslims to give place to unity. 

Like the Christians and Muslims in the Turkish Empire, the Hindus and 

Muslims of India have met as enemies on many fields, and the result of the 

struggle has often brought them into the relation of conquerors and 

conquered. Whichever party has triumphed, a great gulf has remained fixed 

between the two and their enforced political union either under the Moghuls or 



the British instead of passing over, as in so many other cases, into organic 

unity, has only accentuated their mutual antipathy. Neither religion nor social 

code can bridge this gulf. The two faiths are mutually exclusive and whatever 

harmonies may be forged in the interest of good social behaviour, at their 

core and centre they are irreconcilable. There seems to be an inherent 

antagonism between the two which centuries have not been able to dissolve. 

Notwithstanding the efforts made to bring the creeds together by reformers 

like Akbar and Kabir, the ethical realities behind each have still remained, to 

use a mathematical phrase, which nothing can .alter or make integers 

capable of having a common denominator. A Hindu can go from Hinduism to 

Christianity without causing any commotion or shock. But he cannot pass 

from Hinduism to Islam without causing a communal riot, certainly not without 

causing qualms. That shows the depth of the antagonism which divides the 

Hindus from the Musalmans. 

If Islam and Hinduism keep Muslims and Hindus apart in the matter of their 

faith, they also prevent their social assimilation. That Hinduism prohibits 

intermarriage between Hindus and Muslims is quite well known. This narrow-

mindedness is not the vice of Hinduism only. Islam is equally narrow in its 

social code. It also prohibits intermarriage between Muslims and Hindus. With 

these social laws there can be no social assimilation and consequently no 

socialization of ways, modes and outlooks, no blunting of the edges and no 

modulation of age-old angularities. 

There are other defects in Hinduism and in Islam which are responsible for 

keeping the sore between Hindus and Muslims open and running. Hinduism 

is said to divide people and in contrast Islam is said to bind people together. 

This is only a half truth. For Islam divides as inexorably as it binds. Islam is a 

close corporation and the distinction that it makes between Muslims and non-

Muslims is a very real, very positive and very alienating distinction. The 

brotherhood of Islam is not the universal brotherhood of man. It is 

brotherhood of Muslims for Muslims only. There is a fraternity but its benefit is 

confined to those within that corporation. For those who are outside the 

corporation, there is nothing but contempt and enmity. The second defeat of 

Islam is that it is a system of social self-government and is incompatible with 

local self-government, because the allegiance of a Muslim does not rest on 

his domicile in the country which is his but on the faith to which he belongs. 

To the Muslim ibi bene ibi patria is unthinkable. Wherever there is the rule of 

Islam, there is his own country. In other words, Islam can never allow a true 

Muslim to adopt India as his motherland and regard a Hindu as his kith and 

kin. That is probably the reason why Maulana Mahomed Ali, a great Indian 

but a true Muslim, preferred to be buried in Jerusalem rather than in India. 



The real explanation of the ideological transformation of the Muslim leaders 

is not to be attributed to any dishonest drift in their opinion. It appears to be 

the dawn of a new vision pointing to a new destiny symbolized by a new 

name, Pakistan. The Muslims appear to have started a new worship of a new 

destiny for the first time. This is really not so. The worship is new because the 

sun of their new destiny which was so far hidden in the clouds has only now 

made its appearance in full glow. The magnetism of this new destiny cannot 

but draw the Muslims towards it. The pull is so great that even men like Mr. 

Jinnah have been violently shaken and have not been able to resist its force. 

This destiny spreads itself out in a concrete form over the map of India. No 

one, who just looks at the map, can miss it. It lies there as though it is 

deliberately planned by Providence as a separate National State for Muslims. 

Not only is this new destiny capable of being easily worked out and put in 

concrete shape but it is also catching because it opens up the possibilities of 

realizing the Muslim idea of linking up all the Muslim kindred in one Islamic 

State and thus avert the danger of Muslims in different countries adopting the 

nationality of the country to which they belong and thereby bring about the 

disintegration of the Islamic brotherhood.112 With the separation of Pakistan 

from Hindustan, Iran, Iraq, Arabia, Turkey and Egypt are forming a federation 

of Muslim countries constituting one Islamic State extending from 

Constantinople down to Lahore. A Musalman must be really very stupid if he 

is not attracted by the glamour of this new destiny and completely 

transformed in his view of the place of Muslims in the Indian cosmos. 

So obvious is the destiny that it is somewhat surprising that the Muslims 

should have taken so long to own it up. There is evidence that some of them 

knew this to be the ultimate destiny of the Muslims as early as 1923. In 

support of this, reference may be made to the evidence of Khan Saheb 

Sardar M. Gul Khan who appeared as a witness before the North-West 

Frontier Committee appointed in that year by the Government of India under 

the chairmanship of Sir Dennis Bray, to report upon the administrative 

relationship between the Settled Districts of the N.-W.F. Province and the 

Tribal Area and upon the amalgamation of the Settled Districts with the 

Punjab. The importance of his evidence was not realized by any member of 

the Committee except Mr. N. M. Samarth who was the one member who drew 

pointed attention to it in his Minority Report. The following extracts from his 

report illuminate a dark comer in the history of the evolution of this new 

destiny. 113  Says Mr. Samarth :— 

" There was not before the Committee another witness who could claim to 

speak with the authority of personal knowledge and experience of not only 

the North-West Frontier Province and Independent Territory but 



Baluchistan, Persia and Afghanistan, which this witness could justly lay 

claim to. It is noteworthy that he appeared before the Committee as a 

witness in his capacity as ' President, Islamic Anjuman, Dera Ismail Khan '. 

This witness (Khan Saheb Sardar Muhammad Gul Khan) was asked by me: 

' Now suppose the Civil Government of the Frontier Province is so modelled 

as to be on the same basis as in Sind, then this Province will be part and 

parcel of the Punjab as Sind is of the Bombay Presidency. What have you 

to say to it?' He gave me, in the course of his reply, the following straight 

answer: 'As far as Islam is concerned and the Mahommedan idea of the 

League of Nations goes, I am against it. ' On this answer, I asked him some 

further questions to which he gave me frank, outspoken replies without 

mincing matters. I extract the pertinent portions below :— 

' Q.—The idea at the back of your Anjuman is the Pan-lslamic idea which 

is that Islam is a League of Nations and as such amalgamating this 

Province with the Punjab will be detrimental, will be prejudicial, to that idea. 

That is the dominant idea at the back of those who think with you ? Is it so? 

 A.—It is so, but I have to add something. Their idea is that the Hindu-

Muslim unity will never become a fact, it will never become a fait accompli, 

and they think that this Province should remain separate and a link between 

Islam and Britannic Commonwealth. In fact, when I am asked what my 

opinion is—1, as a member of the Anjuman, am expressing this opinion—

we would very much rather see the separation of the Hindus and 

Muhammadans, 23 crores of Hindus to the south and 8 crores of Muslims to 

the north. Give the whole portion from Raskumarit 114  to Agra to Hindus and 

from Agra to Peshawar to Muhammadans, I mean transmigration from one 

place to the other. This is an idea of exchange. It is not an idea of 

annihilation. Bolshevism at present does away with the possession of 

private property. It nationalizes the whole thing and this is an idea which of 

course appertains to only exchange. This is of course impracticable. But if it 

were practicable, we would rather want this than the other. 

'Q.—That is the dominant idea which compels you not to have 

amalgamation with the Punjab ? '  

A.—Exactly. 

*** 

 Q.—When you referred to the Islamic League of Nations, I believe you had 

the religious side of it more prominently in your mind than the political side ? 

'A.—Of course political Anjuman is apolitical thing. Initially, of course, 

anything Muhammadan is religious, but of course Anjuman is a political 

association. 

' Q.—1 am not referring to your Anjuman but I am referring to 'the 



Musalmans. I want to know what the Musalmans think of this Islamic League 

of Nations, what have they most prominently in mind, is it the religious side or 

the political side ? ' A.—Islam, as you know, is both religious and political.  

Q.—Therefore politics and religion are intermingled ?  

A.—Yes, certainly '.  

*** 

Mr. Samarth used this evidence for the limited purpose of showing that to 

perpetuate a separate Pathan Province by refusing to amalgamate the N.-W. 

F. P. with the Punjab was dangerous in view of the Pathan's affiliations with 

Afghanistan and with other Muslim countries outside India. But this evidence 

also shows that the idea underlying the scheme of Pakistan had taken birth 

sometime before 1923. 

In 1924 Mr. Mahomed Ali speaking on the resolution on the extension of the 

Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms to the N.-W. F. Province, which was moved in 

the session of the Muslim League held in Bombay in that year is said to have 

suggested 115  that the Mahomedans of the Frontier Province should have the 

right of self-determination to choose between an affiliation with India or with 

Kabul. He also quoted a certain Englishman who had said that if a straight 

line be drawn from Constantinople to Delhi, it will disclose a Mahomedan 

corridor right up to Shaharanpur. It is possible that Mr. Mahomed Ali knew the 

whole scheme of Pakistan which came out in the evidence of the witness 

referred to by Mr. Samarth and in an unguarded moment gave out what the 

witness had failed to disclose, namely, the ultimate linking of Pakistan to 

Afghanistan. 

Nothing seems to have been said or done by the Muslims about this 

scheme between 1924 and 1930. The Muslims appear to have buried it and 

conducted negotiations with the Hindus for safeguards, as distinguished from 

partition, on the basis of the traditional one-nation theory. But in 1930 when 

the Round Table Conference was going on, certain Muslims had formed 

themselves into a committee with headquarters in London for the purpose of 

getting the R. T. C. to entertain the project of Pakistan. Leaflets and circulars 

were issued by the committee and sent round to members of the R. T. C. in 

support of Pakistan. Even then nobody took any interest in it, and the Muslim 

members of the R. T. C. did not countenance it in any way. 116  

It is possible that the Muslims in the beginning, thought that this destiny was 

just a dream incapable of realization. It is possible that later on when they felt 

that it could be a reality they did not raise any issue about it because they 

were not sufficiently well organized to compel the British as well as the 

Hindus to agree to it. It is difficult to explain why the Muslims did not press for 

Pakistan at the R. T. C. Perhaps they knew that the scheme would offend 117 



the British and as they had to depend upon the British for a decision on the 14 

points of dispute between them and the Hindus, the Musalmans, perfect 

statesmen as they are and knowing full well that politics, as Bismarck said, 

was always the game of the possible, preferred to wait and not to show their 

teeth till they had got a decision from the British in their favour on the 14 

points of dispute. 

There is another explanation for this delay in putting forth the scheme of 

Pakistan. It is far more possible that the Muslim leaders did not until very 

recently know the philosophical justification for Pakistan. After all, Pakistan is 

no small move on the Indian political chess-board. It is the biggest move ever 

taken, for it involves the disruption of the state. Any Mahomedan, if he had 

ventured to come forward to advocate it, was sure to have been asked what 

moral and philosophical justification he had in support of so violent a project. 

The reason why they had not so far discovered what the philosophical 

justification for Pakistan is, equally understandable. The Muslim leaders were, 

therefore, speaking of the Musalmans of India as a community or a minority. 

They never spoke of the Muslims as a nation. The distinction between a 

community and a nation is rather thin, and even if it is otherwise, it is not so 

striking in all cases. Every state is more or less a composite state and there 

is, in most of them, a great diversity of populations, with varying languages, 

religious codes and social traditions, forming a congeries of loosely 

associated groups. No state is ever a single society, an inclusive and 

permeating body of thought and action. Such being the case, a group may 

mistakenly call itself a community even when it has in it the elements of being 

a nation. Secondly, as has been pointed out earlier, a people may not be 

possessed of a national consciousness although there may be present all the 

elements which go to make a nation. 

Again from the point of view of minority rights and safeguards this difference 

is unimportant. Whether the minority is a community or a nation, it is a 

minority and the safeguards for the protection of a minor nation cannot be 

very different from the safeguards necessary for the protection of a minor 

community. The protection asked for is against the tyranny of the majority, 

and once the possibility of such a tyranny of the majority over a minority is 

established, it matters very little whether the minority driven to ask for 

safeguards is a community or is a nation. Not that there is no distinction 

between a community and a nation. The difference indeed is very great, it 

may be summed up by saying that a community, however different from and 

however opposed to other communities, major or minor, is one with the rest in 

the matter of the ultimate destiny of all. A nation, on the other hand, is not 

only different from other components of the state but it believes in and 



cherishes a different destiny totally antagonistic to the destiny entertained by 

other component elements in the state. The difference appears to me so 

profound that speaking for myself I would not hesitate to adopt it as a test to 

distinguish a community from a nation. A people who, notwithstanding their 

differences accept a common destiny for themselves as well as for their 

opponents, are a community. A people who are not only different from the 

rest but who refuse to accept for themselves the same destiny which others 

do, are a nation. It is this acceptance or non-acceptance of a common destiny 

which alone can explain why the Untouchables, the Christians and the Parsis 

are in relation to the Hindus only communities and why the Muslims are a 

nation. Thus, from the point of view of harmony in the body politic the 

difference is in the most vital character as the difference is one of ultimate 

destiny. The dynamic character of this difference is undeniable. If it persists, it 

cannot but have the effect of rending the State in fragments. But so far as 

safeguards are concerned, there cannot be any difference between a nation 

and a community. A community is entitled to claim the same rights and 

safeguards as a nation can. 

The delay in discovering the philosophical justification for Pakistan is due to 

the fact that the Muslim leaders had become habituated to speaking of 

Muslims as a community and as a minority. The use of this terminology took 

them in a false direction and brought them to a dead end. As they 

acknowledged themselves to be a minority community, they felt that there 

was nothing else open to them except to ask for safeguards which they did 

and with which they concerned themselves for practically half a century. If it 

had struck them that they need not stop with acknowledging themselves to be 

a minority, but that they could proceed further to distinguish a minority which 

is a community from a minority which is a nation, they might have been led on 

to the way to discover this philosophical justification for Pakistan. In that case, 

Pakistan would, in all probability, have come much earlier than it has done. 

  Be that as it may, the fact remains that the Muslims have undergone a 

complete transformation and that the transformation is brought about not by 

any criminal inducement but by the discovery of what is their true and ultimate 

destiny. To some, this suddenness of the transformation may give a shock. 

But those who have studied the course of Hindu-Muslim politics for the last 

twenty years, cannot but admit feeling that this transformation, this parting of 

the two, was on the way. For the course of Hindu-Muslim politics has been 

marked by a tragic and ominous parallelism. The Hindus and Muslims have 

trodden parallel paths. No doubt, they went in the same direction. But they 

never travelled the same road. In 1885, the Hindus started the Congress to 

vindicate the political rights of Indians as against the British. The Muslims 



refused to be lured by the Hindus into joining the Congress. Between 1885 

and 1906 the Muslims kept out of this stream of Hindu politics. In 1906 they 

felt the necessity for the Muslim community taking part in political activity. 

Even then they dug their own separate channel for the flow of Muslim political 

life. The flow was to be controlled by a separate political organization called 

the Muslim League. Ever since the formation of the Muslim League the 

waters of Muslim politics have flown in this separate channel. Except on rare 

occasions, the Congress and the League have lived apart and have worked 

apart. Their aims and objects have not always been the same. They have 

even avoided holding their annual sessions at one and the same place, lest 

the shadow of one should fall upon the other. It is not that the League and the 

Congress have not met. The two have met but only for negotiations, a few 

times with success and most times without success. They met in 1916 at 

Lucknow and their efforts were crowned with success. In 1925 they met but 

without success. In 1928 a section of the Muslims were prepared to meet the 

Congress. Another section refused to meet. It rather preferred to depend 

upon the British. The point is, they have met but have never merged. Only 

during the Khilafat agitation did the waters of the two channels leave their 

appointed course and flow as one stream in one channel. It was believed that 

nothing would separate the waters which God was pleased to join. But that 

hope was belied. It was found that there was something in the composition of 

the two waters which would compel their separation. Within a few years of 

their confluence and as soon as the substance of the Khilafat cause 

vanished—the water from the one stream reacted violently to the presence of 

the other, as one does to a foreign substance entering one's body. Each 

began to show a tendency to throw out and to separate from the other. The 

result was that when the waters did separate, they did with such impatient 

velocity and determined violence—if one can use such language in speaking 

of water—against each other that thereafter they have been flowing in 

channels far deeper and far more distant from each other than those existing 

before. Indeed, the velocity and violence with which the two waters have burst 

out from the pool in which they had temporarily gathered have altered the 

direction in which they were flowing. At one time their direction was parallel. 

Now they are opposite. One is flowing towards the east as before. The other 

has started to flow in the opposite direction, towards the west. Apart from any 

possible objection to the particular figure of speech, I am sure, it cannot be 

said that this is a wrong reading of the history of Hindu-Muslim politics. If one 

bears this parallelism in mind, he will know that there is nothing sudden about 

the transformation. For if the transformation is a revolution, the parallelism in 

Hindu-Muslim politics marks the evolution of that revolution. That Muslim 



politics should have run a parallel course and should never have merged in 

the Hindu current of politics is a strange fact of modern Indian history. In so 

segregating themselves the Muslims were influenced by some mysterious 

feeling, the source of which they could not define and guided by a hidden 

hand which they could not see but which was all the same directing them to 

keep apart from Hindus. This mysterious feeling and this hidden hand was no 

other than their pre-appointed destiny, symbolized by Pakistan, which, 

unknown to them, was working within them. Thus viewed, there is nothing 

new or nothing sudden in the idea of Pakistan. The only thing that has 

happened is that, what was indistinct appears now in full glow, and what was 

nameless has taken a name. 

VI 
Summing up the whole discussion, it appears that an integral India is 

incompatible with an independent India or even with India as a dominion. On 

the footing that India is to be one integral whole there is a frustration of all her 

hopes of freedom writ large on her future. There is frustration, if the national 

destiny is conceived in terms of independence, because the Hindus will not 

follow that path. They have reason not to follow it. They fear that that way lies 

the establishment of the domination of the Muslims over the Hindus. The 

Hindus see that the Muslim move for independence is not innocent. It is to be 

used only to bring the Hindus out of the protecting shield of the British Empire 

in the open and then by alliance with the neighbouring Muslim countries and 

by their aid subjugate them. ' For the Muslims independence is not the end. It 

is only a means to establish Muslim Raj. There is frustration if the national 

destiny is conceived of in terms of Dominion Status because the Muslims will 

not agree to abide by it. They fear that under Dominion Status, the Hindus will 

establish Hindu Raj over them by taking benefit of the principle of one man 

one vote and one vote one value, and that however much the benefit of the 

principle is curtailed by weightage to Muslims, the result cannot fail to be a 

government of the Hindus, by the Hindus and therefore for the Hindus. 

Complete frustration of her destiny therefore seems to be the fate of India if it 

is insisted that India shall remain as one integral whole. 

It is a question to be considered whether integral India is an ideal worth 

fighting for. In the first place, even if India remained as one integral whole it 

will never be an organic whole. India may in name continue to be known as 

one country, but in reality it will be two separate countries—Pakistan and 

Hindustan—joined together by a forced and artificial union. This will be 

specially so under the stress of the two-nation theory. As it is, the idea of unity 

has had little hold on the Indian world of fact and reality, little charm for the 

common Indian, Hindu or Muslim, whose vision is bounded by the valley in 



which he lives. But it did appeal to the imaginative and unsophisticated minds 

on both sides. The two-nation theory will not leave room even for the growth 

of that sentimental desire for unity. The spread of that virus of dualism in the 

body politic must some day create a mentality which is sure to call for a life 

and death struggle for the dissolution of this forced union. If by reason of 

some superior force the dissolution does not take place, one thing is sure to 

happen to India—namely, that this continued union will go on sapping her 

vitality, loosening its cohesion, weakening its hold on the love and faith of her 

people and preventing the use, if not retarding the growth, of its moral and -

material resources. India will be an anaemic and sickly state, ineffective, a 

living corpse, dead though not buried. 

The second disadvantage of this forced union will be the necessity for 

finding a basis for Hindu-Muslim settlement. How difficult it is to reach a 

settlement no one needs to be told. Short of dividing India into Pakistan and 

Hindustan what more can be offered—without injury to the other interests in 

the country,—than what has already been conceded with a view to bring 

about a settlement, it is difficult to conceive. But whatever the difficulties, it 

cannot be gainsaid that if this forced union continues, there can be no political 

advance for India unless it is accompanied by communal settlement. Indeed, 

a communal settlement—rather an international settlement for now and 

hereafter the Hindus and the Muslims must be treated as two nations—will 

remain under this scheme of forced union a condition precedent for every 

inch of political progress. 

There will be a third disadvantage of this forced political union. It cannot 

eliminate the presence of a third party. In the first place the constitution, if one 

comes in existence, will be a federation of mutually suspicious and unfriendly 

states. They will of their own accord want the presence of a third party to 

appeal to in cases of dispute. For their suspicious and unfriendly relationship 

towards each other will come in the way of the two nations ever reaching 

satisfaction by the method of negotiation. India will not have in future even 

that unity of opposition to the British which used to gladden the hearts of so 

many in the past. For the two nations will be more opposed to each other than 

before, ever to become united against the British. In the second place, the 

basis of the constitution will be the settlement between the Hindus and the 

Muslims and for the successful working of such a constitution the presence of 

a third party, and be it noted, with sufficient armed force, will be necessary to 

see that the settlement is not broken. 

All this, of course, means the frustration of the political destiny, which both 

Hindus and Muslims profess to cherish and the early consummation of which 

they so devoutly wish. What else, however, can be expected if two warring 



nations are locked in the bosom of one country and one constitution ? 

Compare with this dark vista, the vista that opens out if India is divided into 

Pakistan and Hindustan. The partition opens the way to a fulfilment of the 

destiny each may fix for itself. Muslims will be free to choose for their 

Pakistan independence or dominion status, whatever they think good for 

themselves. Hindus will be free to choose for their Hindustan independence 

or dominion status, whatever they may think wise for their condition. The 

Muslims will be freed from the nightmare of Hindu Raj. Thus the path of 

political progress becomes smooth for both. The fear of the object being 

frustrated gives place to the hope of fulfilment. Communal settlement must 

remain a necessary condition precedent, if India, as one integral whole, 

desires to make any political advance. But Pakistan and Hindustan are free 

from the rigorous trammels of such a condition precedent and even if a 

communal settlement with minorities remained to be a condition precedent it 

will not be difficult to fulfil. The path of each is cleared of this obstacle. There 

is another advantage of Pakistan which must be mentioned. It is generally 

admitted that there does exist a kind of antagonism between Hindus and 

Muslims which if not dissolved will prove ruinous to the peace and progress of 

India. But, it is not realized that the mischief is caused not so much by the 

existence of mutual antagonism as by the existence of a common theatre for 

its display. It is the common theatre which calls this antagonism into action. It 

cannot but be so. When the two are called to participate in acts of common 

concern what else can happen except a display of that antagonism which is 

inherent in them. Now the scheme of Pakistan has this advantage, namely, 

that it leaves no theatre for the play of that social antagonism which is the 

cause of disaffection among the Hindus and the Muslims. There is no fear of 

Hindustan and Pakistan suffering from that disturbance of peace and 

tranquillity which has torn and shattered India for so many years. Last, but by 

no means least, is the elimination of the necessity of a third party to maintain 

peace. Freed from the trammels which one imposes upon the other by reason 

of this forced union, Pakistan and Hindustan can each grow into a strong 

stable State with no fear of disruption from within. As two separate entities, 

they can reach their respective destinies which as parts of one whole they 

never can. 

Those who want an integral India must note what Mr. Mahomed Ali as 

President of the Congress in 1923 said. Speaking about the unity among 

Indians, Mr. Mahomed Ali said :— 

"Unless some new force other than the misleading unity of opposition 

unites this vast continent of India, it will remain a geographical misnomer. " 

Is there any new force which remains to be harnessed ? All other forces 



having failed, the Congress, after it became the Government of the day, saw 

a new force in the plan of mass contact. It was intended to produce political 

unity between Hindus and Muslim masses by ignoring or circumventing the 

leaders of the Muslims. In its essence, it was the plan of the British 

Conservative Party to buy Labour with " Tory gold ". The plan was as 

mischievous as it was futile. The Congress forgot that there are things so 

precious that no owner, who knows their value, will part with and any attempt 

to cheat him to part with them is sure to cause resentment and bitterness. 

Political power is the most precious thing in the life of a community especially 

if its position is constantly being challenged and the community is required to 

maintain it by meeting the challenge. Political power is the only means by 

which it can sustain its position. To attempt to make it part with it by false 

propaganda, by misrepresentation or by the lure of office or of gold is 

equivalent to disarming the community, to silencing its guns and to making it 

ineffective and servile. It may be a way of producing unity. But the way is 

despicable for it means suppressing the opposition by a false and unfair 

method. It cannot produce any unity. It can only create exasperation, 

bitterness and hostility. 118 This is precisely what the mass contact plan of the 

Congress did. For there can be no doubt that this mad plan of mass contact 

has had a great deal to do with the emergence of Pakistan. 

It might be said that it was unfortunate that mass contact was conceived 

and employed as a political lever and that it might have been used as a force 

for social unity with greater success. But could it have succeeded in breaking 

the social wall which divides the Hindus and the Muslims ? It cannot but be 

matter of the deepest regret to every Indian that there is no social tie to draw 

them together. There is no inter-dining and no inter-marriage between the 

two. Can they be introduced ? Their festivals are different. Can the Hindus be 

induced to adopt them or join in them ? Their religious notions are not only 

divergent but repugnant to each other so that on a religious platform, the 

entry of the one means the exit of the other. Their cultures are different; their 

literatures and their histories are different. They are not only different, but so 

distasteful to each other, that they are sure to cause aversion and nausea. 

Can anyone make them drink from the same fount of these perennial sources 

of life ? No common meeting ground exists. None can be cultivated. There is 

not even sufficient physical contact, let alone their sharing a common cultural 

and emotional life. They do not live together. Hindus and Muslims live in 

separate worlds of their own. Hindus live in villages and Muslims in towns in 

those provinces where the Hindus are in a majority. Muslims live in villages 

and Hindus in towns in those provinces where the Muslims are in a majority. 



Wherever they live, they live apart. Every town, every village has its Hindu 

quarters and Muslim quarters, which are quite separate from each other. 

There is no common continuous cycle of participation. They meet to trade or 

they meet to murder. They do not meet to befriend one another. When there 

is no call to trade or when there is no call to murder, they cease to meet. 

When there is peace, the Hindu quarters and the Muslim quarters appear like 

two alien settlements. The moment war is declared, the settlements become 

armed camps. The periods of peace and the periods of war are brief. But the 

interval is one of continuous tension. What can mass contact do against such 

barriers ? It cannot even get over on the other side of the barrier, much less 

can it produce organic unity. 
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